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actor	was	 to	 turn	 into	 second	nature	 through	 long	 hard	work	 and	 constant	

























































































most	 enduring	 of	 these	 endeavors	 lies	 in	 the	work	 of	 Russian	 Konstantin	 Stanislavski.	 His	









him	 international	 attention.	 In	 the	 United	 States,	 Stanislavski’s	An	 Actor	 Prepares	 (1936),	
Building	a	Character	(1950),	and	Creating	a	Role	(1961)—‘the	ABC’s	of	acting’	(Carnicke,	2009,	
p.	 89)—remain	 a	 key	 part	 of	 an	 actor’s	 formal	 training.	 In	 his	 native	 Russia,	 Stanislavski’s	
popularity	elevated	him	from	a	mere	mortal	to	an	‘Artist	of	the	People’	in	the	Soviet	pantheon.	
At	the	core	of	Stanislavski’s	‘system’	lies	a	quest	to	understand	not	only	the	actor	but	
















Inner	work	 focuses	 upon	 developing	 an	 understanding	 of	 psychology	 and	 emotions	while	
outer	 work	 trains	 the	 body	 as	 an	 active	 instrument,	 both	 responsive	 to	 the	 demands	 of	
performance.	Though	the	actor	can	work	with	emotion	and	action	independently	and	with	
differing	emphases,	the	two	cannot	be	divorced	from	one	another	as	both	body	and	mind	
equally	participate	 in	the	creation	of	the	actor’s	art.	This	union	of	 inner	and	outer	work	 in	
performance	allow	for	the	actor’s	experiencing	the	embodiment	of	the	character	(Stanislavski,	
2008a,	 pp.	 19,	 580).	 While	 two	 distinct	 facets	 of	 the	 actor’s	 work,	 experiencing	 and	













inner	 realm	 of	 the	 artistic	 and	 emotional	 realization	 of	 a	 role	 as	 well	 as	 in	 his	 physical	
incarnation	of	it…	(Stanislavski,	1999,	p.	30).		
	
While	 the	 emotion-based	 work	 offered	 insight	 into	 developing	 living	 characterizations,	
Stanislavski	continued	to	question	his	processes	in	order	to	‘establish	the	actor’s	creativity	on	





















































on	elements	of	 the	 ‘system’.	Even	considering	 this	perspective,	 the	 terms	Moore	uses	are	
foundational	 to	 the	 contemporary	 American	 usage	 and	 understanding	 of	 Stanislavski’s	
vocabulary	 of	 acting.	 That	 these	 terms	 still	 underlie	 most	 discussion	 of	 acting	 and	 actor	
						 5	







…over	 the	 course	 of	 the	 nineteenth	 century	 stage	 scenery	 gradually	 developed	 from	 the	
painted	backcloths	of	Restoration	drama	to	three-dimensional	reproductions	of	interiors	and	
elaborate	 impressions	of	natural	effects….	the	standard	style	of	acting	was	histrionic,	using	
codified	 gestures	 to	 display	 heightened	 emotion;	 and	 the	 naturalistic	 rejection	 of	 this	
traditional	stage	expression	is	well	represented	by	Stanislavsky	(2000,	pp.	9,	11).	
	












The	 Method	 sees	 as	 the	 actor’s	 essential	 task	 the	 reproduction	 of	 recognizable	 reality—
verisimilitude—on	 stage	 (or	 screen),	 based	 on	 an	 acute	 observation	 of	 the	 world….	 The	
Method	 seeks	 to	 justify	 all	 stage	behavior	 by	 ensuring	 that	 it	 is	 psychologically	 sound….	 It	
places	a	high	premium	on	the	expression	of	genuine	emotion,	which	may	be	evoked	by	the	






practices	 and	 evolving	 pedagogies,	 it	 does	 outline	 the	 shared	 foundation	 from	which	 the	
technique	originated.	At	its	core,	the	Method	focuses	upon	psychology	and	emotions	as	well	











at	 the	 Actors	 Studio.	 …it	 is	 a	 mimetic	 theory,	 reflecting	 the	 influence	 of	 the	 realism	 that	
prevailed	 in	 the	 theatre	during	Stanislavski’s	 early	 years,	but	has	been	adapted	 to	 suit	 the	
needs	of	a	highly	individualist,	capitalist	society	(1992,	p.	5).	
	
In	 addition	 to	 noting	 the	 lasting	 influence	 of	 naturalism	 upon	 the	 pedagogy	 of	 American	
acting,	Hornby	raises	an	important	point	in	respect	to	adapted	versions	of	the	‘system’	in	the	
United	States	with	regard	to	the	influence	of	capitalism.	The	economic	systems	of	the	United	
States	 and	 Russia	 fostered	 differing	 artistic	 aesthetics.	 While	 Communism	 cultivated	 the	




burly	 capitalism,	America	 has	 encouraged	 individual	 prosperity	 and	personal	 inventiveness	




ensemble,	 as	 opposed	 to	 other	 nations	 and	 continents	where	 ensemble	 acting	 is	 strongly	
emphasized	(Krasner,	2000,	p.	26).	
	




with	one	 another,	 united	under	 a	 different	 director.	 Each	 individual	 develops	 a	 technique	






























Despite	 their	 common	 origin,	 Method	 teachers	 argued	 back	 and	 forth	 between	
themselves	over	who	was	correctly	 interpreting	and	utilizing	Stanislavski	and	 the	 ‘system’.	
Ruthel	 Honey	 Darvas	 analyzes	 the	 individual	 pedagogy	 of	 notable	 Method	 teachers	 Lee	
Strasberg,	Robert	Lewis,	Sanford	Meisner	and	Stella	Adler:	‘In	the	context	of	the	heritage	of	
actor	 training	 in	America…Stanislavsky	would	 form	the	 roots	of	 this	 “family	 tree”	with	 the	
Group	Theatre	serving	as	its	trunk…’	(2010,	p.	140).	While	all	are	key	figures,	the	divergent	
work	 of	 Stella	 Adler	 and	 Sanford	 Meisner	 each	 developed	 into	 a	 distinct	 pedagogical	




‘[I]t	was	often	assumed	 that	 the	American	method	had	been	directly	derived	 from	
Stanislavsky’	 (Zarrilli,	 2002,	 p.	 241);	 however,	 the	 ‘system’	 actually	 looks	 quite	 different	






















fully	 into	 another’s,	 she	 can	 only	 hope	 to	 find	 emotions	 of	 her	 own	 that	 are	 analogous	
(Stanislavski’s	 word)	 to	 the	 character’s….	 The	 most	 important	 terms	 of	 that	 analogy,	 the	
choices	that	make	one	actor’s	interpretation	of	a	role	different	from	another’s	(an	essential	
aspect	 of	 the	 appearance	 of	 self-revelation	 in	 acting),	 are	 determined	 by	 the	 difference	
between	 the	 actor’s	 emotional	 repertoire	 and	 the	 character’s.	 The	 uniqueness	 of	 the	
interpretation	 is,	 therefore,	 a	 function	 of	 this	 difference,	 not	 the	 actor’s	 self-presence	
emanating	from	her	performance	(1997,	pp.	30-1).	
	
The	 actor	 inherently	 uses	 their	 own	 perspective	 in	 creative	 choice-making	 yet	 in	
contemporary	American	performance	the	tendency	exists	for	the	actor	to	instead	use	their	
own	persona	as	the	basis	of	the	role.	The	shift	in	perception	towards	the	actor’s	replacing	the	
character’s	 unique	 identity	 with	 their	 own	 persona	 highlights	 the	 fundamental	 difference	
between	the	theoretical	 foundation	 in	Stanislavski’s	work	and	the	contemporary	American	
understanding	of	what	it	means	to	act.	
Today,	 the	Method	 and	 the	 ‘system’	 are	 often	 considered	 synonymous	 (Carnicke,	







create	 a	 research-specific	 ‘Stanislavski	 vocabulary’	 and	 defining	 those	 terms	 in	 light	 of	
multiple	 interpretations	 as	 well	 as	 within	 their	 historical	 context	 will	 clarify	 American	
understandings	 of	 Stanislavski’s	 ‘system’	 for	 use	 in	 comparison	 with	 the	 modern	 actor’s	
perception	of	their	work.	 Investigating	the	relationship	contemporary	actors	have	with	the	





first	 exposure	 to	 performances	 created	 from	 the	 foundations	 of	 the	 ‘system’.	 The	 MAT	
aesthetic	is	explained	by	actor	Vasily	Toporkov:	
The	 art	 of	 the	Moscow	Art	 Theatre	 is…built	 on	 the	 reproduction	 and	 transmission	 of	 live,	
organic	life….	Such	an	art	demands	a	special	technique—not	a	technique	of	fixed	methods,	but	
a	technique	for	mastering	the	laws	of	the	creative	natures	of	man.	With	the	understanding	of	









Entering	 the	 American	 theatre	 just	 before	 the	 publication	 of	MLIA	 were	 two	MAT	
actors,	 Richard	 Boleslavsky	 and	 Maria	 Ouspenskaya.	 Known	 colloquially	 as	 Boley	 and	





Given	 the	 paucity	 of	 information,	 émigré	 actors	 initially	 offered	 the	 best	way	 to	 learn	 the	
System.	Since	their	teaching	remained	primarily	in	the	classroom,	an	entire	generation	of	US	
theatre	artists	necessarily	embraced	Stanislavsky’s	System	as	an	oral	tradition,	which	was	then	






Stanislavski’s	 work	 on	 the	 ‘system’	 against	 its	 dissemination	 in	 the	 United	 States.	 The	
evolution	 of	 ideas	 and	 techniques	 would	 inherently	 limit	 any	 teacher	 to	 the	 stage	 of	
development	with	which	 they	were	 familiar.	With	multiple	points	of	entry	under	different	





image	 of	 Stanislavski,	 Chekhov’s	 work	 emphasized	 imagination,	 stressing	 the	 creative	
freedom	with	which	the	actor	must	approach	the	role	while	further	exploring	the	interplay	
between	psychology	 and	physicality	 (Callow,	 2002,	 pp.	 xv-xxiv).	 Chekhov’s	work,	 including	










necessity	 of	 a	 unified	 acting	 technique	 for	 a	 company;	 they	 separate	 the	 theatre	 of	
















Vakhtangov	 had	 argued	 that	 feelings	 of	 the	 actor	 ‘must	 not	 be	 ready-made	 beforehand	
somewhere	 on	 the	 shelf	 of	 his	 soul.’	 Rather	 they	must	 ‘arise	 spontaneously	 on	 the	 stage,	
depending	upon	the	situations	in	which	the	actor	finds	himself.’	…Vakhtangov	departed	from	












Vakhtangov’s	short	 life	 limited	his	exposure	to	Stanislavski’s	early	emotion-based	 ‘system’;	
however,	 had	 he	 lived	 longer,	 his	 insights	 into	 Stanislavski’s	 later	 action-driven	 processes	










Stanislavsky’s	 simple	 terms,	 such	 as	 ‘bits’	 of	 text	 and	 ‘tasks’	 for	 the	 characters,	 were	




product	 of	 Stanislavski’s	 work	 with	 American	 Elizabeth	 Reynolds	 Hapgood.	 Hapgood’s	
translations	had	greater	impact	than	changing	Stanislavski’s	purposeful	diction	and	syntax	in	























the	 original	 Russian-language	 texts	 have	 the	 impression	 that	 An	 Actor	 Prepares…is	 the	
‘system’.	 Therefore,	 few	of	 us	 go	on	 to	 tackle	 the	 accompanying	Building	 a	 Character	and	
Creating	a	Role	(Merlin,	2003,	pp.	39-40).	
	
Stanislavski	 feared	 dividing	 his	written	 account	 of	 the	 ‘system’	would	 present	 a	 fractured	
image	 of	 the	 essential	 union	 between	 internal	 experiencing	 and	 external	 embodiment.	
Editorial	concerns	aside,	these	fears	were	well-founded	as	the	25	years	it	took	for	all	three	of	
the	Hapgood	translations	to	be	published	necessarily	limited	the	American	exposure	to	the	




actor’s	 inner	work.	Without	 including	a	 study	of	Building	a	Character	 and	outer	work,	 the	
American	student	of	Stanislavski	would	view	the	inner	work	as	‘the	“system”’	(Merlin,	2003,	











reflects	 Stanislavski’s	 intentions	 for	 publication,	An	Actor’s	Work	 also	 vindicates	 the	 initial	
American	editorial	concerns	about	the	size	of	a	single	volume.	The	companion	An	Actor’s	Work	
on	a	Role	presents	the	content	seen	in	Creating	a	Role	in	their	original	fragments	rather	than	
editing	 them	 together.	 Benedetti’s	 translations	 restore	 a	 practicality	 for	 the	 theatre	 artist	
lacking	in	Hapgood	while	highlighting	Stanislavski’s	own	difficulty	in	writing	about	the	‘system’	
in	an	organized	or	linear	manner.	










This	 research	 examines	 the	 prevalence	 and	 understanding	 of	 terminology	 from	









contemporary	American	 acting,	 the	 impact	of	 this	 study	will	 be	 to	 explore	 the	disconnect	
between	Stanislavski’s	ideas	in	both	principle	and	practice.	
Drawing	 upon	 methods	 outlined	 in	 Keith	 Punch’s	 Introduction	 to	 Social	 Research	
(2014),	a	two	part	survey	was	designed	to	allow	subjective	 information	about	acting	to	be	
created	as	quantifiable	data	for	analysis.	The	survey	was	administered	using	the	Bristol	online	










Given	 the	ubiquity	of	 the	Hapgood	 translations	and	 the	 fundamental	nature	of	 the	
terminology	Stanislavski	used	to	describe	the	actor’s	work,	the	full	title	of	the	research	project	
was	withheld	from	participants	until	both	parts	of	the	survey	were	completed.	As	the	intent	








from	 the	 researcher’s	 own	 network	 of	 contacts.	 Through	 Facebook,	 individuals	 received	
private	messages	or	were	tagged	in	recruitment	postings.	Additionally,	posts	were	shared	to	
both	 amateur	 and	 professional	 actor’s	 group	 pages.	 Through	 these	 initial	 means	 of	
recruitment	 100	 respondents	 formally	 registered	 for	 the	 survey.	While	making	 the	 survey	
freely	available	to	the	public	without	requiring	a	registration	of	participants	may	have	drawn	
more	 unique	 respondents,	 the	 survey	 was	 designed	 to	 separate	 understanding	 of	 the	




and	 in	 practice.	 As	 there	 was	 a	 necessary	 interval	 between	 the	 two	 parts	 of	 the	 survey,	
registration	 allowed	 respondents	 to	 be	 contacted	 further	 encouraging	 the	 same	 set	 of	
individuals	to	continue	and	complete	their	participation.	Though	the	resulting	sample	size	is	
small	 in	 comparison	 to	 the	 number	 of	 actors	 in	 the	 United	 States,	 the	 survey	 population	
represents	 a	 wide	 range	 of	 ages,	 levels	 of	 experience,	 exposure	 to	 formal	 actor	 training,	
locations,	 and	ethnicities.	 From	 this	perspective,	 the	 survey	 can	be	used	 to	 identify	 larger	
trends	based	upon	its	representing	a	broad	random	sampling.	




attribution	 (Appendix	 B).	 Inquiring	 independent	 of	 intellectual	 ownership	 allows	 for	 a	
determination	 of	 the	 degree	 to	 which	 the	 vocabulary	 is	 utilized	 without	 the	 respondent	





beginning	 with	 formal	 actor	 training	 whether	 as	 part	 of	 a	 prescribed	 undergraduate	 or	







The	 final	piece	of	demographic	 information	 requested	was	a	birth	 year	 in	order	 to	
group	respondents	across	generational	lines.	As	articulated	in	William	Strauss	and	Neil	Howe’s	
Generations:	The	History	of	America's	Future,	20th	century	Americans	can	be	divided	into	the	




Most	 commonly	 used	 in	 social	 science	 research	both	 as	 a	 framing	device	 and	 a	means	of	











course	 of	 the	 20th	 century.	 As	 it	was	 unlikely	 to	 have	 respondents	 from	either	 the	G.I.	 or	
Homeland	generations,	the	survey	expected	the	Silent,	Boom,	X,	and	Millennial	generations.		
While	the	G.I.	generation	(born	1900-1924)	was	instrumental	in	the	dissemination	of	






reflective	 of	 the	 concerns	 and	 anxieties	 that	 coursed	 through	 postwar	 America.	 …by	 the	
1950’s,	 society	 was	 ready	 for	 Strasberg	 and	 his	 fascination	 with	 affective	 or	 emotional	






















For	 the	 purposes	 of	 this	 research,	 a	 distinction	 must	 also	 be	 drawn	 between	 the	
contemporary	American	actor	and	the	artist	Stanislavski	envisioned.	For	Stanislavski,	creation	
of	truthful	living	characterizations	was	the	primary	focus	of	the	actor’s	art:	















allowed	 for	 the	 pursuit	 of	 artistic	 expression	 relatively	 free	 from	 the	 need	 to	 generate	
						 21	









survey,	 respondents	 were	 asked	 if	 rehearsal	 proves	 an	 adequate	 amount	 of	 time	 for	
developing	their	characterizations,	allowing	for	an	exploration	of	the	impact	of	the	American	
rehearsal	model	has	upon	the	contemporary	actor’s	process.	











in	his	native	Russian	were	not	 transmitted	as	 intended.	The	 ‘Stanislavski	 vocabulary’	most	
American	actors	would	recognize	remains	as	translated	by	Hapgood.	In	addition	to	the	words	









Russian	and	Stanislavski	 in	Hapgood’s	 English.	Benedetti’s	 texts	 also	emphasize	 that	while	
Hapgood	may	have	been	proficient	in	Russian,	she	lacked	the	grounding	in	theatre	necessary	
to	keep	the	meaning	of	the	text	true	to	its	intended	audience:	
…Hapgood	 fails	 adequately	 to	 distinguish,	 and	 consistently	 to	 translate,	 terms	 such	 as	 'to	
behave'	(deistvovat’),	'to	do'	(delat’)	and	'to	act'	(igrat’)	which,	for	Stanislavski,	have	distinct	
meanings.	It	is	indeed	critical	for	a	full	understanding	of	the	System	for	these	terms	to	be	kept	




Seemingly	 slight	 variations	 in	 translation	 have	 opened	 gulfs	 of	 misunderstanding	 of	 both	
Stanislavski	and	 the	 ‘system’	within	American	acting.	For	discussion	of	 the	vocabulary	and	
interpretation	 of	 the	 actor	 survey,	 this	 research	 advances	 new	 translations	 from	 both	
Benedetti	 and	 Carnicke	 in	 order	 to	 support	 a	 holistic	 perspective	 of	 Stanislavski	 and	 the	
‘system’,	rehabilitating	both	from	the	distortions	inflicted	by	translation	and	lore.	











relationship	 between	 the	 elements	 of	 the	 ‘system’	by	way	 of	 analogous	 comparison	with	
biological	 respiration.	 In	 the	 ‘Plan	 of	 Experiencing,’	 two	 lungs	 represent	 experiencing	 and	
embodiment,	illustrating	the	emotional	life	of	the	character	and	its	physical	manifestation	in	
the	actor’s	instrument	uniting	to	create	the	role	or	deliver	the	‘creative	breath’.	The	analogy	





term	does	not	appear	 in	 the	Hapgood	 translations	where	 the	Russian	 ‘переживание’	was	
translated	 as	 ‘living’	 (Benedetti,	 2008a,	 p.684).	 In	Stanislavski	 in	 Focus,	 Carnicke	 identifies	












explaining	 the	 American	 misunderstanding	 of	 this	 foundational	 part	 of	 the	 ‘system’.	
Translating	‘I	am	being’	and	experiencing	as	the	same	term	removes	the	means	by	which	the	







version	of	 their	own	persona.	The	 shift	 toward	 the	 individually-focused	American	national	




each	 lung	 is	 represented	 by	 a	 means	 of	 activation.	 Inner	 experiencing	 is	 supported	 by	
dynamism,	‘The	state	of	being	in	action’	(Carnicke,	2009,	p.	217);	and	outer	embodiment	by	
Pushkin’s	aphorism,	‘Truth	of	the	passions,	feelings	that	seem	true	in	the	set	circumstances’	
(Stanislavski,	 2008a,	 p.	 583).	 In	 the	 position	 of	 the	 diaphragm,	 subconscious	 by	means	 of	
conscious	strikes	at	the	core	of	Stanislavski’s	life-long	quest:	the	means	by	which	the	actor	can	
arouse	 creativity	 on	 command.	 Together,	 these	 three	 concepts	 form	 the	 basis	 for	 the	
psychotechnique	and	provide	the	support	for	the	‘creative	breath’.	
	 During	 synthesis	 in	 the	 lungs	 the	 body	 alters	 the	 content	 inhaled,	 separating	 and	
absorbing	what	 is	needed	 from	the	mix	of	gases	present	 in	 the	air.	Similarly,	 the	 ‘creative	
breath’	modifies	 the	 information	with	which	 the	 actor	 is	 initially	 provided.	 In	 the	 lung	 of	


















the	 breath—coming	 from	 both	 lungs—follows	 throughactions	 (trachea)	 to	 the	 character’s	
ultimate	goal:	the	supertask	(larynx).	
In	order	to	distill	a	measurable	set	of	terms	for	this	study,	Stanislavski’s	vocabulary	
must	 be	 pared	 down	 as	 meanings	 of	 some	 terms	 contribute	 to	 one	 other	 or	 the	 terms	
themselves	 may	 not	 exist	 as	 foundational	 elements	 in	 the	 contemporary	 actor’s	 lexicon.	











premise	of	 ‘I	am	being’	 is	supported	by	the	magic	 ‘if’.	The	magic	 ‘if’	captures	the	moment	
when	 the	 actor	 opens	 the	 door	 into	 the	 world	 of	 the	 character.	 From	 the	 Benedetti	
translation:	
…creative	 work	 begins	 when	 the	 magic,	 creative	 ‘if’	 appears	 in	 the	 actor’s	 heart	 and	
imagination.	Until	then	there	is	only	reality	of	life	itself,	real	truth,	in	which,	naturally,	a	man	
						 27	




This	 doorway	 to	 an	 imaginary	 truth	 further	 highlights	 the	 distinction	 between	 Hapgood’s	







everything	 from	 the	 setting	 of	 a	 play	 historically	 and	 geographically	 to	 the	 interpersonal	
relationships	between	characters	as	well	as	directorial	or	design	choices.	Stanislavski	clarifies:	
From	the	moment	 that	 the…inner	 transformation	 takes	place,	 the	actor	 feels	 that	he	 is	an	
active	 character	 in	 the	 life	 of	 the	 play,	 genuine	 human	 feeling	 is	 born.	 Sometimes	 this	
transformation	of	the	fellow	feeling	into	the	feelings	of	a	character	occurs	spontaneously.	The	
former	 (the	human	being)	may	have	 such	a	 strong	grasp	of	 the	 situation	of	 the	 latter	 (the	
character)	and	respond	to	it	so	that	he	feels	he	is	in	his	place	(2008a,	p.	223).	
	
Stanislavski’s	 words	 shed	 further	 light	 on	 the	 relationship	 between	 the	 actor	 and	 the	
character—the	actor	must	place	themselves	in	the	world	of	the	character	while	directing	the	
creative	process.	The	given	circumstances	are	then	fuel	for	the	spark	of	the	magic	‘if’,	giving	
the	 actor	 freedom	 to	make	 original	 discoveries	 about	 the	 character	while	 grounding	 that	
imaginative	freedom	within	the	world	of	the	play.	
The	 differences	 between	 Stanislavski’s	 later	 action-driven	 work	 compared	 to	
Strasberg’s	 fidelity	 to	 the	 emotion-based	 ‘system’	 are	 accentuated	 in	 the	 use	 and	
understanding	 of	 the	magic	 ‘if’	 and	given	 circumstances.	 In	Approaches	 to	 Actor	 Training	






this	 concept	 meant	 a	 series	 of	 questions	 which	 the	 actor	 has	 to	 ask	 himself:	 ‘Given	 the	
particular	circumstances	of	the	play,	how	would	you	behave,	what	would	you	do,	how	would	
you	feel,	how	would	you	react?’	Strasberg	agrees	that	this	understanding	of	the	‘magic	if’	helps	
the	actor	 in	plays	 that	are	 ‘close	 to	 the	contemporary	and	psychological	experience	of	 the	
actor’,	but	fails	 in	works	that	do	not	fulfill	 that	requirement,	for	example,	classical	plays.	 In	
















As	Gordon	notes,	 Vakhtangov	 argued	 for	 the	 actor’s	 own	perspective	 to	 be	 applied	while	
exploring	a	character	and	thus	used	as	a	tool	for	the	actor’s	work.	Strasberg	instead	suggests	
a	complete	 individual	personalization,	applied	to	the	actor	 in	place	of	the	character.	While	





actor	 can	 be	 helped	 really	 to	 think	 on	 the	 stage,	 instead	 of	 thinking	 only	 in	make-believe	
fashion.	Once	the	actor	begins	to	think,	life	starts,	and	then	there	cannot	be	imitation.	‘Make-





















interpretation	of	Vakhtangov	 combined	 the	 lack	of	nuance	 in	 Stanislavski	 as	 translated	by	
Hapgood.	 For	 Stanislavski,	 the	 magic	 ‘if’	 was	 tied	 to	 the	 actor	 accepting	 the	 given	
circumstances	and	proceeding	with	the	expectation	that	they	are	or	will	be	experiencing	as	
the	character.	The	Method’s	influence	upon	the	American	understanding	of	the	magic	‘if’	and	

















Truth,	 like	 reality,	 can	 be	 subjective:	 a	 performance	 truthful	 to	 a	 Chekhovian	 play	 would	
inherently	 differ	 from	 a	 Shakespearean	 one.	 To	 be	 truthful	 in	 a	 Greek	 tragedy,	 the	given	
circumstances	allow	for	conventions	and	choices	untruthful	to	an	intimate	American	‘kitchen-




Rather	 than	 defining	 truth	 as	 a	 means	 of	 achieving	 a	 naturalist	 performance,	 the	
actor’s	sense	of	truth	is	better	conceived	of	as	a	contract	of	fidelity	between	the	actor	and	the	
world	of	 the	character	and	 the	play.	Without	grounding	 the	acting	choices	 in	 that	 relative	
truth,	the	actor’s	performance	easily	degenerates	into	mere	imitation:	










In	 examining	 the	 development	 and	utility	 of	 the	 actor’s	 sense	 of	 truth,	 differences	








emotionally	will	be	directly	dependent	on	his	ability	 to	 live	 the	character.	 The	Stanislavsky	
actor	 is	 thus	 guided	 in	 his	 attempts	 to	 internalize	 the	 character’s	 emotions	 by	 the	 causal	
conditions	set	forth	in	the	play	as	leading	to	the	emotions	of	the	character.	The	actor	following	
Strasberg,	or	other	Method	representatives,	it	appears,	initially	understands	the	emotions	that	
the	 character	 is	 believed	 to	 be	 feeling.	 Instead	of	 trying	 to	 live	 the	 character	 inwardly,	 he	
substitutes	the	causal	conditions	leading	to	the	character’s	emotions,	as	set	forth	in	the	play,	
by	causal	conditions	of	his	own	making,	which	are	then	supposed	to	lead	to	the	same	emotions	
as	 if	 the	 causal	 conditions	were	 taken	 from	 the	 play….	 [E]motions	 do	 not	 originate	 in	 the	
sequence	 of	 causal	 conditions	 in	 the	 play,	 but	 from	 potentially	 ‘arbitrary’,	 unsequenced,	
unrelated,	individual	substitutes:	substitute	A	for	emotion	A,	substitute	B	for	emotion	C,	with	


































their	own	experience	may	 capture	 the	effect;	however,	 this	 grounds	 the	performance	 in	 a	
fidelity	 to	 the	 world	 of	 the	 actor	 rather	 than	 that	 of	 the	 character.	 This	 illustrates	 the	
complexity	represented	by	the	sense	of	truth:	 for	Stanislavski	 it	 is	an	organic	truth	and	for	

























play.	 This	 contrast	 is	 further	 supported	 by	 the	 lack	 of	 nuance	 in	 Hapgood’s	 pervasive	
translation	which	omits	the	‘crucial	distinction	between	the	objective	(zadača)	and	the	action	
taken	to	achieve	that	objective	(deistvie)’	(Benedetti,	1990,	p.	276).	To	better	illustrate	the	
relationship	between	 the	 two,	 the	 ‘Plan	of	 Experiencing’	 places	actions	within	 the	 lung	of	






is	 ham,	 playing	 the	 result,	 forcing,	 stock-in-trade’	 (2008a,	 p.	 144).	 Playing	 the	 result	 as	
opposed	to	experiencing	directly	affects	not	only	the	actor’s	technique	but	also	the	audience’s	
perception	of	the	performance.	In	Different	Every	Night,	British	director	Mike	Alfreds	unpacks	
actions,	 outlining	 their	 importance	 as	 psychophysical	 tools	 rather	 than	 as	 mere	 physical	
activities:	
Many	actors	don’t	play	actions.	That’s	why	many	performances	are	inartistic.	By	which	I	mean	










trust	 that	 by	 playing	 actions	 truthfully	 and	 imaginatively,	 they	 will	 move,	 amuse,	 disturb,	
enlighten	and	delight	their	audiences.	There	is	a	world	of	difference	between	an	actor	who	
plays	a	result	and	one	who	plays	an	action:	a	result	strikes	a	single	note;	an	action	resonates	
with	 infinite	 harmonic	 possibilities.	 Actors	 who	 play	 results	 can	 do	 no	 other	 than	 display	
themselves	in	their	performance	because	what	they’re	playing	has	nowhere	to	go;	results	and	
demonstrations	 are	 essentially	 dead	 ends.	 This	 sort	 of	 acting	 is	 inevitably—even	 if	
unintentionally—narcissistic	because	its	outcome	is	to	show	off	the	actor	(2007,	p.	65).	
	






formulations	 of	 the	 ‘system’	 naturally	 differ	 in	 the	 approach	 to	 actions;	 however,	 the	






to	 discover	 and	 perform	 the	 role;	 however,	actions	 do	 not	 entirely	 account	 for	why.	 This	
answer	comes	in	the	tasks—the	character’s	goal	within	each	segment	of	the	play:	











the	 terms	as	 ‘objective’	and	 ‘superobjective’.	 The	 issue	of	 translating	 the	Russian	 ‘задача’	





actor	 resolves	 the	 ‘problem’	 posed	 by	 the	 circumstances	 via	 action.	 In	 the	 latter	 case,	 he	
compares	the	actor	to	a	student	who	solves	an	‘arithmetic	problem.’	In	both	translations,	the	
term	relates	‘given	circumstances’	to	‘action.’	….	The	moment-to-moment	problems	which	the	






discourse	 this	 also	 implies	 the	action	of	an	 item	on	a	 list	 rather	 than	a	goal	 to	achieve	or	
problem	to	solve.	The	Oxford	Russian-English	Dictionary	offers	a	third	meaning	for	‘задача’:	
‘mission’	(1992,	p.	201).	This	alternate	seemingly	vindicates	Hapgood’s	choice	of	‘objective’,	










the	 supertask	 gives	purpose	 to	 the	 character	 and	performance—without	 it,	 neither	would	
have	a	voice.	As	Mike	Alfreds	notes:	





















addressing	 the	 concept	 of	 emotional	 recall.	 Stanislavski’s	 and	 Strasberg’s	 usages	 are	
inextricably	linked	as	the	idea	is	at	the	root	of	contemporary	understanding	of	acting	in	both	













which	 the	 actor	 can	 rely.	 Both	 Stanislavski	 and	 Strasberg	 stress	 the	 importance	 of	 sense	
memory	as	revisiting	sights,	scents,	sounds,	and	tactile	sensations	is	a	key	component	of	the	
actor’s	 inner	 work.	 Sense	 memory	 can	 be	 used	 independent	 of	 a	 trigger	 for	memory	 of	
emotion;	however,	there	is	often	an	intricate	connection	between	remembered	sensation	and	
accompanying	feeling.	Stanislavski	suggests	the	inherent	link	between	the	two:	
Just	as	your	visual	memory	resurrects	 long	 forgotten	things,	a	 landscape	or	 the	 image	of	a	
person,	 before	 your	 inner	 eye,	 so	 feelings	 you	 once	 experienced	 are	 resurrected	 in	 your	
Emotion	Memory.	You	thought	they	were	completely	forgotten	but	suddenly	a	hint,	a	thought,	





time	when	the	actor	experienced	a	particular	emotion	 in	 their	own	 life.	 It	 is	 imperative	to	
clarify	that	in	the	‘system’,	memory	of	emotion	is	used	to	connect	to	and	activate	emotional	
experiencing	during	the	actor’s	work	on	the	self,	not	during	the	actor’s	work	on	a	role.	
In	 the	 American	 lexicon,	 the	 notoriety	 of	 Strasberg’s	 Affective	 Memory	 exercise	
overshadows	 Stanislavski’s	 use	 of	memory	 of	 emotion.	 For	 Strasberg,	 the	 actor	 reliving	 a	













…Affective	 Memory,	 with	 its	 direct	 dependence	 on	 the	 unconscious,	 could	 not	 produce	























recall	 is	 the	most	 effective	 personalization	 in	 the	 contemporary	 American	 actor’s	 arsenal.	
						 39	
Contrarily,	 the	 psychotechnique	 of	 the	 ‘system’	 allows	 the	 embodiment	 of	 a	 distinctive	
character	borne	 from	 the	union	of	outside	 information	 (the	given	circumstances)	with	 the	
subconscious	 by	 means	 of	 the	 conscious.	 The	 actor	 is	 experiencing,	 not	 recreating;	 the	
character	is	a	unique	conception,	not	an	extension	of	the	actor’s	own	persona.	
Despite	the	prevalence	of	memory	of	emotion	in	American	actor	training,	this	research	
does	 not	 include	 the	 term	 as	 part	 of	 the	 ‘Stanislavski	 vocabulary’.	 The	 specificity	 of	 the	
concept	differentiates	it	from	the	rest	of	the	terminology,	all	of	which	exists	as	the	foundation	
for	 discussions	 of	 the	 actor’s	 work	 on	 the	 role.	 Contemporary	 use	 and	 understanding	 of	
memory	 of	 emotion	 will	 instead	 be	 explored	 in	 the	 survey	 in	 order	 to	 shed	 light	 upon	
differences	 between	 and	 associations	 with	 Strasberg,	 the	 Method,	 Stanislavski,	 and	 the	
‘system’.	 Collectively,	 the	 terms	 and	 concepts	 presented	 as	 the	 ‘Stanislavski	 vocabulary’	






Taking	 each	 term	 from	 the	 ‘Stanislavski	 vocabulary’	 explored	 in	 the	 previous	 chapter	 into	
consideration,	 Part	 I	 of	 the	 survey	 focuses	 on	 the	 actor’s	 work	 in	 preparing	 a	 role	 for	
performance.	 Questions	 for	 this	 part	 were	 developed	 without	 any	 of	 the	 traditionally	 or	
contemporary	translated	variants:	an	‘agnostic’	approach	(Appendix	B).	Particularly	fitting	for	
discussion	 of	 Stanislavski,	 agnostic	 suggests	 not	 only	 an	 approach	 blind	 to	 intellectual	
ownership	but	also	makes	light	of	the	power	created	by	Stanislavski-as-lore—recalling	Robert	







third	memory	 of	 emotions	and	 the	 ‘actor	 as	 self’.	 Throughout	 the	 survey,	 if	 a	 respondent	
indicated	not	using	the	element	of	the	‘system’	in	question,	a	textual	response	was	requested	
in	order	 to	 allow	 respondents	who	were	unclear	 about	 the	 framing	of	 the	question	or	 its	
agnostic	 substitute	 to	give	an	answer	which	may	better	 inform	their	understanding	of	 the	













the	 first	question	were	asked	to	clarify	whether	 they	believe	 the	world	of	 the	character	 is	









respondents	 agreed—suggesting	 the	 contemporary	 actor	 recognizes	 a	 pre-defined	 world	
from	which	their	characterizations	will	be	constructed.	Respondents	who	indicated	‘rarely’	or	






The	next	 series	 investigated	 the	actor’s	perceptions	and	 relative	 importance	of	 the	




figure	 would	 suggest	 the	 survey	 population	 uses	 the	 script	 as	 a	 guide	 to	 the	 given	
circumstances	though	it	does	not	define	them	for	the	entire	group.	The	director	or	production	
designers	 were	 afforded	 the	 ability	 to	 define	 the	 given	 circumstances	 by	 85%	 of	 those	
surveyed.	 This	 figure	 would	 suggest	 the	 survey	 population	 recognizes	 production-specific	
given	 circumstances,	 advancing	 a	 sophisticated	 understanding	 of	 what	 they	mean.	 It	 also	
indicates	that	for	American	actors,	the	director	has	an	almost	equal	power	to	the	playwright	





of	 the	 character	 be	 the	 same	 as	 those	 of	 the	 play?	 Surprisingly,	 over	 60%	 of	 the	 actors	
surveyed	 see	 a	 difference	 between	 the	 two.	 In	 the	 textual	 follow-up	 question	 for	 that	
majority,	responses	imply	the	framing	of	the	question	influenced	respondents’	understanding.	
Several	 alluded	 to	 characters	 who	 are	 in	 some	 way	 at	 odds	 with	 the	 world	 of	 the	 play,	
accounting	for	a	variant	set	of	given	circumstances.	Despite	being	inspired	by	an	issue	with	
the	wording,	these	responses	indicate	a	unique	conception	of	what	the	given	circumstances	
are,	 ascribing	 them	 to	 the	 character	 rather	 than	 the	 play.	 These	 responses	 point	 to	 the	
weakness	of	the	agnostic	substitute	‘world	of	the	character’	as	this	could	imply	a	subjectivity	
which	may	not	exist	when	questioned	about	the	given	circumstances	 in	respect	to	the	play	
itself.	 The	 remaining	 responses	 indicate	 that	 the	 actors	 see	 a	 freedom	 to	 determine	 the	
circumstances	 which	 shape	 the	 world	 of	 their	 characterizations,	 again	 pointing	 to	 the	
influence	 of	 the	 ‘actor	 as	 self’.	 Many	 included	 a	 synonym	 for	 perspective,	 drawing	 the	
						 43	
inference	that	the	point	of	view	from	which	the	characterization	is	constructed	is	dictated	by	
the	 individual	 actor.	 Returning	 to	 the	 original	 question,	 the	 40%	 who	 did	 not	 identify	 a	
difference	between	the	world	of	the	play	and	that	of	the	character	were	asked	for	clarity	if	
they	view	the	character’s	world	as	a	new	creation	in	relation	to	a	pre-existing	world	of	the	















a	Strasberg-inspired	conception	of	 the	magic	 ‘if’	and	given	circumstances,	 these	responses	
could	indicate	that	the	American	actor’s	sense	of	truth	is	subjective	to	the	individual	actor	and	






between	 emotion	 or	 action	 as	 the	 emphasis	 for	 the	 survey	 population’s	 work	 on	 a	 role.	
Unfortunately,	the	answers	did	not	identify	a	clear	preference	as	respondents	were	almost	
evenly	split:	a	slight	majority	favored	their	‘character’s	goal’	(task).	While	not	illustrating	an	
inclination	 for	 one	mode	 over	 the	 other,	 this	 data	 highlights	 the	 universality	 of	 approach	
represented	by	the	two	formulations	of	the	‘system’.	










that	 inform	our	behaviour.	Therefore,	what	 [Stanislavski]	means	by	 ‘psychophysical’…is	 the	
totality	where	the	actor	fully	experiences	and	embodies	the	role,	is	present	in	the	moment,	
drawing	 on	 sensory	 information	 and	 experience,	 as	 opposed	 to	 simply	 sorting	 out	 the	
movements	as	he	or	she	might	in	early	stages	of	rehearsal	(2016,	pp.	158-9).	
	




would	 appear	 the	 director’s	 instruction	 reveals	 more	 to	 the	 actor	 than	 the	 actions	 the	



























if	 they	 consider	 their	 character’s	 goal	 in	 each	 scene	 when	 preparing	 a	 role.	 Only	 two	








mission,	 asking	 if	 human	 beings	 themselves	 knowingly	 push	 towards	 a	 greater	 goal.	 This	
response	 recalls	 Alfreds’	 notes	 on	 the	 supertask	 as	 elusive	 but	 essential	 to	 the	 actor’s	
understanding	of	the	role	(2007,	p.	61).	



















with	 supertask	 differs	 from	how	Stanislavski	 envisioned	 it.	Building	a	 characterization	 that	
lives	between	the	script	and	the	director’s	conceptualization	shifts	from	the	‘system’	wherein	
the	role	develops	from	a	study	of	the	script	and	its	depiction	of	life,	guided	by	the	director.	
The	next	master	question	examined	how	the	supertask	 is	viewed	 in	 relation	 to	 the	
actor’s	sense	of	 truth	and	 the	given	circumstances,	asking	 if	during	preparations	 for	a	 role	




Some	returned	to	 the	notion	 that	 the	character	 is	unaware	of	 the	world	of	 the	play	while	
others	suggested	that	the	scope	of	the	play	is	too	large	for	the	actor	to	work	within	thus	they	
must	narrow	their	focus	to	the	character.	By	contrast,	the	majority	who	indicated	‘always’	or	
‘sometimes’	 were	 asked	 if	 their	 character’s	 ‘greater	 goal’	 impacts	 the	 course	 of	 the	 role	
through	the	play	to	which	approximately	97%	agreed.	
To	further	clarify,	all	respondents	were	asked	if	the	supertask	is	the	result	of	an	analysis	
of	 individual	 tasks:	 when	 considering	 the	 ‘greater	 mission’,	 do	 they	 follow	 a	 path	 of	 the	










The	 final	 four	 questions	 investigated	 the	 ‘actor	 as	 self’	 and	memory	 of	 emotion,	
beginning	by	asking	if	the	actor	considers	the	character	as	a	person	apart	from	themselves.	
Recalling	 Auslander’s	 distinction	 (1997,	 pp.	 30-1),	 this	 highlights	 the	 relationship	 between	

















the	 American	 actor	 is	 indeed	 familiar	 with	memory	 of	 emotion	 but	 does	 not	 necessarily	
identify	with	the	character	through	the	lens	of	their	own	prior	experience.	
To	 contextualize	 this	 and	 explore	 Blair’s	 previously	 stated	 ‘remembered	 past’	 or	
						 49	
‘fictive	 present’	 (2013,	 p.	 xviii),	 the	 next	 question	 asked	 respondents	 if	 they	 are	 not	
themselves	 when	 performing.	 Just	 over	 57%	 indicate	 that	 they	 are	 themselves	 when	
performing	with	the	remaining	42%	stating	they	are	not.	The	42%	were	then	asked	if,	when	
on	stage,	they	are	performing	as	their	character	to	which	all	but	one	agreed.	By	contrast,	those	




of	 the	 survey,	 showing	 the	 American	 actor	 not	 approaching	 the	 character	 as	 a	 unique	
individual	whom	they	portray	but	instead	an	extension	of	the	actor	themselves,	a	version	of	
which	 they	 align	 to	 the	 script	 and	 director’s	 ideas	 and	 present	 to	 an	 audience.	 This	
demonstrates	a	direct	divergence	from	the	‘system’	within	the	United	States,	driven	by	the	
influence	of	Strasberg’s	interpretations	of	both	Stanislavski	and	Vakhtangov.	
















would	 be	 a	 better	measure	 of	 the	 processes	 of	 acting.	 Several	 also	 identified	 difficulty	 in	
understanding	the	meaning	of	the	agnostic	substitutes	which	could	have	impacted	responses	
making	 the	 data	 less	 verifiable	 for	 interpretation.	 Many	 comments	 included	 the	 more	




circumstances	 as	 the	 doorway	 to	 actions	 and	 tasks	 supports	 the	 conjecture	 that	 these	
concepts	underlie	the	actor’s	process	in	the	United	States;	however,	alternate	understandings	
of	 these	 elements	 begin	 to	 reveal	 the	 influence	 of	 American	 interpretations	 upon	 the	
contemporary	actor.	The	development	of	throughaction	and	supertask	from	the	analysis	of	
actions	and	tasks	is	also	supported	by	the	responses	to	Part	I,	though	it	is	how	these	concepts	










continued	 participation,	 69	 of	 the	 original	 75	 participants	 completed	 Part	 II.	 This	will	 not	
impact	the	data	analysis	of	this	part	but	will	inform	the	number	of	responses	available	in	the	
concluding	 chapter	 of	 this	 research.	 Throughout	 Part	 II,	 more	 textual	 responses	 were	
requested	as	the	context	of	exposure	to	technique	is	more	difficult	to	generalize.	Similarly,	
queries	 about	utility	of	 the	 ‘system’	or	Method	are	better	 supported	by	 the	addition	of	 a	
respondent’s	opinion	as	rationale	for	their	selection.	






















degree	 in	 theatre	with	 the	number	of	who	 identified	 their	 training	as	having	been	part	of	
undergraduate	 and/or	 graduate	 coursework	 begins	 to	 illustrate	 the	 context	 in	 which	 the	
majority	 received	 formal	actor	 training:	as	part	of	an	undergraduate	education	with	 some	







Kingdom.	While	 further	 examination	of	 respondents	who	had	 trained	 abroad	would	 likely	
yield	insight	into	this	influence,	the	relatively	small	number	would	not	yield	conclusive	results	
within	 this	 research.	 To	 complete	 the	 demographics	 on	 the	 context	 of	 actor	 training,	 all	
respondents	 were	 asked	 if	 they	 have	 engaged	 in	 self-directed	 study.	 The	 majority—50	
respondents—have	furthered	their	training	outside	of	a	classroom,	with	only	19	respondents	
indicating	they	have	not	studied	independently.	
The	 subsequent	 series	 of	 questions	 surveyed	 acting	 as	 a	 profession	 and	 source	 of	
						 53	





source	of	 income	for	more	 than	half	of	 this	group.	Furthermore,	 three-fourths	of	 the	self-








p.	 9),	 actors	who	work	 on	 the	 smaller	 scale	 captured	by	 the	 camera	 approach	 their	work	
differently.	 Respondents	 were	 allowed	 to	 make	 multiple	 selections	 with	 most	 selecting	




Equity	with	a	 smaller	number	also	or	only	belonging	 to	 the	Screen	Actors	Guild/American	
Federation	of	Television	and	Radio	Artists	(SAG/AFTRA).	









one	 another,	 focusing	 on	 Stanislavski	 in	 the	 first	 iteration	 and	 Strasberg	 in	 the	 second.	
Beginning	 with	 Stanislavski,	 all	 respondents	 indicated	 they	 are	 familiar	 with	 the	 name.	
Respondents	 were	 then	 offered	 the	 opportunity	 to	 comment	 upon	 the	 context	 of	 this	
familiarity	 where	 commentary	 consistently	 noted	 An	 Actor	 Prepares,	 undergraduate	
coursework,	the	MAT,	and	a	knowledge	of	the	‘system’.	Many	respondents	also	pinpointed	
Stanislavski	 as	 the	 genesis	 of	 other	 pedagogies	 including	 the	work	 of	 Adler,	Meisner,	 and	
Strasberg.	Together	 these	 responses	 suggest	American	actors	 recognize	 the	 importance	of	
Stanislavski’s	 work	 in	 the	 heritage	 of	 actor	 training	 while	 highlighting	 the	 continued	
interweaving	of	association	between	the	‘system’	and	the	Method.	
Following	up	on	 familiarity,	 the	next	question	 clarified	 if	 a	 respondent	had	 studied	




















an	 analysis	 of	 the	 dissemination	 of	 Stanislavski’s	 published	 work	 over	 time.	 Of	 the	 49	
participants	 who	 had	 read	 Stanislavski,	 eight	 were	members	 of	 the	 Boom	 generation,	 22	
Generation	 X,	 and	 19	 the	Millennial	 generation.	 Figure	 2	 arranges	 the	 texts	 in	 decreasing	
popularity	by	total	number	of	respondents.	Allowing	for	the	slightly	larger	sample	size	from	
























behind	 the	 development	 of	 the	 ‘actor	 as	 self’:	 reading	An	Actor	 Prepares	 on	 its	 own	 and	




The	 same	 group	 of	 54	 respondents	 were	 next	 given	 a	 more	 nuanced	 question,	
exploring	 if	 they	 have	 trained	 as	 an	 actor	 using	 the	 Stanislavski	 ‘system’.	 This	 shift	 was	
intended	to	provide	insight	into	the	difference	in	perception	between	being	actively	training	









preparing	 a	 role	 where	 nearly	 all	 of	 the	 54	 respondents	 indicated	 ‘elementally’.	 A	 lone	






of	 their	work	 do	 not	 recognize	 the	 degree	 to	which	 that	 early	work	 influences	 their	 final	
performance.	 In	 truth,	 having	 relied	 upon	 the	 analytical	 components	 of	 the	 ‘system’	 in	






follow-up	 question,	 inquiring	 about	 a	 familiarity	 with	 ‘an	 acting	 technique	 known	 as	 the	
Method’.	Here	66	were	familiar	leaving	the	three	who	were	not	familiar	with	either	Strasberg	
or	the	Method.	Those	three	were	directed	to	a	final	series	of	questions	surrounding	rehearsal	




studied	 the	Strasberg	Method,	 this	group	was	asked	 to	 identify	 the	context	 in	which	 their	















actor	 Martin	 Landau	 (Morris,	 http://ericmorris.com/biography/,	 no	 date).	 While	 a	 single	
						 59	









Recalling	 the	 same	 question	 in	 regards	 to	 study	 of	 Stanislavski,	 the	 subsequent	
question	explored	the	nuance	between	study	and	practical	instruction.	Posed	to	the	pool	of	









the	 Strasberg	 Method	 with	 an	 additional	 8	 having	 studied	 another	 Method	 teacher’s	
technique	despite	 the	 familiarity	with	Strasberg	and/or	 the	Method	which	66	respondents	
claimed.	This	further	supports	the	conclusion	that	the	Method	and	‘system’	are	interwoven	







either.	 A	 majority	 of	 17	 favored	 the	 ‘system’	 with	 the	 remainder	 almost	 equally	 divided	
between	the	Method	and	‘neither’.	Regardless	of	response,	textual	follow-up	inquired	about	
the	 respondent’s	 rationale	 for	 their	 selection.	 Those	who	opted	 for	 the	 ‘system’	generally	
praised	 its	 practicality	 and	 structure,	 citing	 vocabulary—actions	 and	 ‘objectives’—as	
fundamental	to	their	work.	Comments	from	those	who	selected	the	Method	focused	on	the	
individual	connection	between	the	actor	and	character	as	facilitated	by	the	technique.	One	
respondent,	 however,	 distinguished	 between	 using	 a	 Strasberg-based	 Affective	 Memory	
exercise	on	some	occasions	while	on	others	making	use	of	the	magic	‘if’	further	supporting	




also	 suggesting	 commonalities	 between	 the	 Method	 and	 ‘system’	 from	 a	 contemporary	
practical	working	perspective.	
This	 same	 group	 of	 34	 were	 then	 asked	 if	 they	 perceive	 differences	 between	 the	
Method	and	the	‘system’.	Only	five	claimed	to	see	none,	with	29	recognizing	some	degree	of	
difference.	 A	 textual	 follow-up	 asked	 respondents	 to	 clarify.	 Here	 the	 comments	 were	
particularly	 informative	 as	 many	 discussed	 a	 self-indulgence	 or	 a	 deeply	 psychological	
approach	central	to	the	Method.	Some	found	the	Method	simpler	to	adopt,	remarking	on	the	
complexity	 of	 the	 ‘system’	 while	 others	 noted	 a	 difference	 between	 the	 imaginative	
foundation	of	the	‘system’	and	personal	emotional	foundation	of	the	Method.	This	group	of	
						 61	
responses	 also	 supported	 the	 emphasis	 on	 emotion	 in	 the	Method,	 noting	 the	 difference	
between	the	action-driven	work	that	exists	within	the	entirety	of	the	‘system’.	By	contrast,	
the	five	who	discerned	no	difference	between	the	techniques	were	also	given	the	opportunity	





of	 American	 theatre	 as	 a	 business.	 All	 respondents	were	 asked	whether	 or	 not	 rehearsal	




rehearsal,	 four	 agreed	 that	 rehearsal	 does	 not	 provide	 adequate	 time.	 These	 same	 four	
agreed	with	 the	 subsequent	 follow-up	question	which	asked	 if	 they	must	work	outside	of	
rehearsal	to	develop	the	role.	Altogether,	39	of	the	69	respondents	suggest	rehearsals	do	not	
provide	enough	time	to	adequately	develop	their	characterization,	speaking	directly	to	the	
earlier	 assertion	 that	 American	 theatre	 requires	 of	 the	 actor	 the	 ability	 to	 prepare	 their	
characterizations	independent	of	formal	rehearsals	or	during	their	first	performances.	
Before	completing	the	survey,	respondents	were	given	the	opportunity	to	share	any	








Respondents	were	also	asked	 if	 they	viewed	their	 responses	 from	Part	 I	differently	
after	having	completed	Part	II.	Most	reiterated	the	same	comments	while	some	revisited	the	
black	and	white	nature	of	 the	questions	 from	Part	 I.	Additionally,	 some	noted	the	 interval	
between	each	part	impacting	their	ability	to	recall	Part	I	while	completing	Part	II.	Finally,	as	
the	full	title	of	the	research	project	had	been	necessarily	withheld,	respondents	were	given	
the	 opportunity	 to	 provide	 feedback	 after	 learning	 the	 title	 of	 the	 project.	 Revealing	
Stanislavski	 as	 the	 central	 focus	 generated	 additional	 commentary	 on	 the	 associations	
between	 Stanislavski	 and	 Strasberg.	 Some	 used	 the	 opportunity	 to	 clarify	 that	 their	 own	









Having	 explored	 respondents’	 familiarity	 with,	 formal	 training	 in,	 and	 study	 of	
Stanislavski,	 the	 ‘system’,	 Strasberg,	 and	 the	 Method,	 Part	 II	 allowed	 for	 a	 deeper	
understanding	 of	 what	 the	 modern	 American	 actor	 believes	 about	 the	 origins	 of	 their	
technique.	Part	I	provided	an	analysis	of	this	technique	which	begins	to	look	different	in	light	
of	 the	 perspective	 provided	 by	 Part	 II.	 Primarily	 exposed	 to	 Stanislavski	 as	 part	 of	 an	











the	 ‘Stanislavski	 vocabulary’,	 and	 the	 ‘actor	as	 self’	 construction	 (Appendix	D).	 In	order	 to	
compare	 data	 between	 parts	 of	 the	 survey,	 only	 questions	 which	 were	 posed	 to	 all	
respondents	 could	 be	 used.	 Responses	 to	 each	 question	 were	 first	 broken	 down	 across	
generational	lines	before	being	examined	in	light	of	formal	training,	study	of	Stanislavski	and	
the	 ‘system’,	 as	 well	 as	 experience	 on	 stage	 or	 screen.	 For	 elements	 of	 the	 ‘Stanislavski	
vocabulary’	 and	 the	 formulations	 of	 the	 ‘system’,	 responses	 were	 also	 examined	 as	 to	
whether	or	not	characterizations	were	developed	inside	or	outside	of	rehearsal.	To	explore	
the	 ‘actor	 as	 self’	 construction,	 this	 criterion	 was	 replaced	 identification	 of	 acting	 as	 the	
respondent’s	 profession.	 The	 sample	 size	 for	 these	 conclusions	 is	 limited	 to	 the	 57	
respondents	whose	data	could	be	correlated	across	both	parts	of	the	survey	(Appendix	E).	
These	pairings	were	drawn	through	either	a	‘hard	match’	where	the	username	in	each	part	
matched	 identically	 or	 through	 a	 ‘soft	match’	where	 usernames	were	 paired	 by	 common	
elements:	a	variation	on	a	name	or	sequence	of	numbers.	In	some	cases,	participants	were	
contacted	to	confirm	these	pairings.		
As	 all	 responses	 in	 Part	 III	 will	 be	
examined	 along	 generational	 lines,	 Figure	 3	
establishes	a	count	of	the	respondent	pool	for	
each.	 With	 only	 one	 respondent	 from	 the	
Silent	 generation	 (born	 1924-42),	 those	
responses	 have	 been	 removed	 from	 the	













upon	 a	 deepening	 of	 Stanislavski’s	 initial	
emphasis	 on	 emotion,	 an	 exploration	 of	
this	 preference	 against	 all	 demographic	
criteria	sheds	light	on	both	the	universality	




for	 emotion,	 suggesting	 a	 determination	 of	what	 the	 character	wants	 as	 having	 a	 greater	
impact	upon	the	development	of	a	role.	
		 For	further	analysis,	responses	separated	along	generational	lines	show	the	preferred	
emphasis	 upon	 emotion	 growing	 over	 time.	 In	 Figure	 5,	 the	 decrease	 between	 the	 Boom	
generation	and	Generation	X	runs	counter	to	the	rise	of	the	Method.	Considering	the	small	




as	 might	 be	 represented	 across	 a	 larger	 sample.	 By	 contrast,	 the	 reversal	 of	 preference	
between	 Generation	 X	 and	 the	 Millennial	 generation	 suggests	 modern	 American	 actor	
training	has	shifted	to	place	an	emphasis	upon	the	tasks	and	supertask	of	the	character.	Seeing	








Boom	 and	 Millennial	 generations,	 opting	 for	 what	 their	 character	 does—actions	 and	
throughaction—as	the	primary	factor	in	the	development	of	a	role.	Throughout	this	portion	
of	the	analysis	those	without	training	can	serve	as	a	control	group,	having	been	influenced	by	






diminishes	 over	 time.	 Without	 training,	 the	 action-driven	 ‘system’	 shows	 an	 increase	 in	












without	 training	 also	 emphasize	 emotion,	 developing	 their	 characterization	 around	 the	
character’s	supertask.	Without	training,	the	Boom	generation	remains	in	a	perfect	split	while	
Generation	 X	 shifts	 to	 echo	 this	 division	 while	 among	 the	 Millennial	 generation,	 the	
preference	for	the	emotion-driven	‘system’	increases.	Thus	it	would	seem	that	formal	actor	
training	in	the	United	States,	whether	or	not	it	included	Stanislavski,	inspires	a	preference	for	
their	 character’s	 ‘ultimate	 goal’—an	 emphasis	 upon	 emotion	 and	 psychology—in	 the	
development	of	a	role.	
To	further	test	this	conclusion,	the	preference	for	the	emotionally-based	formulation	
of	 the	 ‘system’	 can	 next	 be	 examined	 against	 the	 medium	 in	 which	 respondents	 have	
Figure	7.	Formulations	of	the	'system'	with	and	without	study	of	Stanislavski	
						 69	
experience	 acting.	 As	 explored	 in	 the	
introduction	to	this	research,	acting	for	




Method	 in	 the	 20th	 century	 (Carnicke,	
2009,	 p.	 11).	 Figure	 8	 shows	 the	
preference	 for	 formulations	 of	 the	
‘system’	 among	 those	 who	 have	
experience	only	on	stage	in	contrast	to	
those	who	 have	 experience	 acting	 for	
the	 camera.	 Despite	 the	 Method’s	
reputation	 for	 a	deepened	connection	






the	 two	emphases	within	 the	 ‘system’	 lies	 in	exploring	 the	degree	 to	which	 the	American	
theatre’s	 operation	 as	 a	 business	 endeavor	 impacts	 the	 actor’s	 art:	 ‘I	 develop	 my	
characterizations	in	rehearsal.’	Much	as	with	those	without	formal	training,	Figure	9	shows	
that	those	for	whom	rehearsal	provides	ample	time	to	develop	the	role	are	able	to	do	so	using	
the	 emotional	 work	 of	 the	 ‘system’.	 In	 stark	 contrast,	 those	 for	 whom	 rehearsal	 is	 not	
Figure	8.	Formulations	of	the	'system'	by	medium	
						 70	
adequate	 will	 emphasize	 action	 in	
their	approach.	In	an	examination	of	
this	 data,	 when	 rehearsal	 is	
adequate—whether	that	implies	the	






favored	 throughout:	 the	 emotional	
work	 based	upon	 the	 supertask.	 In	
opposition,	 contemporary	 actors	
who	 find	 rehearsal	 inadequate	will	
construct	 their	 characterizations	
based	 upon	 what	 their	 character	





when	 rehearsal	 is	 inadequate	 the	American	 actor	will	 rely	 upon	 information	 given	 by	 the	
director	rather	than	constructing	a	characterization	from	an	analysis	of	the	role.	Attempting	




individual	 actor’s	 experience	 in	 the	 specific	 production	 rather	 than	 objectively	 from	 the	
character’s	experience	within	the	story	of	the	play.	This	further	illustrates	the	impact	of	not	
only	 the	American	 theatre’s	business	model	upon	 the	actor’s	work	but	aligns	with	 central	
tenets	of	the	Method,	helping	to	illustrate	the	context	in	which	the	‘actor	as	self’	construction	
would	arise.	The	analysis	between	the	dual	emphases	of	the	‘system’	against	demographic	
criteria	 also	 begins	 to	 illustrate	 the	 changing	 understanding	 of	 Stanislavski	 through	 the	
American	20th	century.	
Elements	of	the	‘Stanislavski	Vocabulary’	








Overall,	 respondents	 selected	 ‘true’,	 accepting	 the	
magic	 ‘if’;	 however,	 along	 generational	 lines	 this	
preference	diminishes	over	time	with	those	selecting	
false	 appearing	 only	 among	 the	 Millennial	 and	











the	magic	 ‘if’	 supported	by	 the	premise	 of	 ‘I	 am	
being’;	 however,	 when	 examined	 along	
generational	 lines,	 ‘always’	 decreases	 over	 time	
alongside	 an	 increase	 in	 ‘sometimes’.	 This	 data	
illustrates	a	shift	away	from	the	necessity	of	‘I	am	
being’	 over	 the	 course	 of	 the	 American	 20th	
century.	Coincidentally,	 responses	of	 ‘rarely’	only	
appear	 among	members	of	Generation	X.	 Looking	next	 at	 the	 same	question	 in	 regard	 to	
training,	 both	 those	 with	 and	 without	 formal	 training	 support	 the	 generational	 trends.	
Similarly,	between	those	who	have	and	have	not	studied	the	‘system’,	the	data	shows	that	
the	preference	 for	 ‘always’	 holds	more	 strongly	 over	 time	 than	with	other	 demographics;	
however,	 those	 who	 have	 studied	 Stanislavski	 are	 almost	 unanimously	 divided	 between	
‘always’	and	‘sometimes’.	When	acting	medium	is	examined,	the	magic	‘if’	 is	favored	more	
strongly	 among	 those	 who	 have	 worked	 on	 screen—the	 option	 for	 ‘rarely’	 is	 entirely	
represented	by	those	whose	experience	is	limited	to	the	stage.	Coincidentally,	the	data	from	
the	larger	group	is	replicated	almost	exactly	among	those	who	develop	their	characterizations	
in	 rehearsal	while	 those	who	work	outside	of	 rehearsal	have	a	 stronger	 reliance	upon	 the	
magic	‘if’.	Together	this	shows	the	contemporary	American	actor	beginning	work	under	the	
premise	 of	 ‘I	 am	 being’	 and	 establishes	 the	 magic	 ‘if’	 within	 the	 modern	 ‘Stanislavski	
vocabulary’;	 however,	 the	 popularity	 and	 necessity	 of	 beginning	 work	 as	 Stanislavski	




	 Within	 the	 ‘system’,	 the	 actor	 begins	 by	





by	 the	 playwright.	 Figure	 12	 shows	 that	 when	
asked,	 the	 larger	 group	 favored	 ‘partially’;	 however,	 a	 generational	 analysis	 shows	 this	
preference	 emerging	 over	 time:	 by	 the	 Millennial	 generation	 no	 respondents	 selected	
‘completely’.	Neither	formal	training,	study	of	Stanislavski	and	the	‘system’,	nor	development	








character	 can	 be	 defined	 by	 the	 director	 and/or	
production	 designers.	 Figure	 13	 shows	 the	
respondents	 in	 overwhelming	 agreement,	 a	
preference	 supported	 among	 all	 demographic	
criteria.	 Regardless	 of	 generation,	 training,	 study	





production-specific	 collaboration	 with	 the	 director	 and	 designers.	 Recalling	 the	Method’s	
justification	principle	which	grounds	the	actor’s	choices	for	the	character	to	the	actor’s	own	
experience	within	the	production,	analysis	of	Given	Circumstances	Two	illustrates	the	impact	
of	 the	 Method	 upon	 the	 contemporary	 American	 understanding	 of	 this	 element	 of	 the	
‘system’.		
Given	Circumstances	Three	examined	the	converse,	asking	if	the	individual	actor	has	
the	 power	 to	 define	 the	given	 circumstances.	 As	
seen	 in	 Figure	 14,	 the	 majority	 of	 respondents	
agree	they	have	this	power.	The	narrowest	margin	
lies	within	 the	 Boom	generation,	 suggesting	 that	
this	has	developed	over	time	and	again	illustrating	




the	 ‘system’,	 the	 same	 growth	 over	 time	 emerges	 as	was	 seen	 in	 the	 larger	 generational	
analysis.	This	could	indicate	the	trend	among	American	actors	in	the	20th	century	has	been	an	
increased	sense	of	the	actor’s	power	to	define	the	world	of	the	character.	At	odds	with	the	








the	 individual,	 rather	 than	 the	 ensemble.	 This	
preference	 is	 held	 primarily	 by	 members	 of	
Generation	X,	followed	by	the	Millennial	and	Boom	
generations.	This	illustrates	the	development	of	the	
‘actor	 as	 self’	 over	 the	 course	of	 the	20th	 century,	
taking	 hold	 in	 Generation	 X	 alongside	 the	
predominance	 of	 the	Method.	With	 training,	 each	
generation	is	more	evenly	divided—though	Generation	X	remains	more	inclined	toward	the	











actor’s	 sense	 of	 truth.	 As	 Figure	 16	 shows,	 the	
majority	 favor	 this	 fidelity.	 Generationally,	 there	
was	 no	 variation	 over	 time;	 however,	 those	
without	formal	training	were	less	likely	to	adhere	
to	the	world	of	the	character	as	articulated	by	the	













17.	 When	 viewed	 across	 generational	 lines,	
there	is	a	shift	from	‘always’	toward	‘sometimes’	
over	 time.	 Echoed	 among	 those	 with	 formal	
training,	developing	a	role	from	within	the	world	
of	the	character	is	less	essential	than	for	those	
without.	Oddly,	 this	 trend	 reverses	with	 those	
who	 have	 not	 studied	 Stanislavski	 as	 ‘always’	
increases	with	each	generation.	Among	those	who	have	formal	training	with	the	‘system’,	the	
preference	 for	 ‘sometimes’	 grows	 over	 time.	 Though	 characterizations	 developed	 in	 or	
outside	of	rehearsal	did	not	yield	a	significant	difference,	actors	with	experience	only	on	stage	




the	 play,	 the	 contemporary	 American	 sense	 of	 truth	 does	 not	 align	 with	 the	 concept	 as	
Stanislavski	 articulated	 it.	 This	 points	 to	 the	 influence	 of	 the	 Method	 which,	 through	
Figure	17.	Sense	of	Truth	Two	
						 77	
Strasberg’s	 repurposing	 of	 Vakhtangov,	 encourages	 the	 actor	 to	 personalize	 the	
characterization	thus	constructing	it	from	their	own	point	of	view.		
Sense	 of	 Truth	 Three	 asks	 if	 an	 acting	 choice	 is	 ‘not	 legitimate	 in	 the	world	 of	 the	
character’	 whether	 an	 alternate	 will	 be	 sought.	 As	
shown	 in	 the	 previous	 question,	 if	 the	 world	 of	 the	
character	is	subjective	in	the	American	understanding,	
responses	to	this	question	are	not	easily	aligned	with	
either	 the	 ‘system’	 or	 Method.	 Figure	 18	 shows	
respondents	agree	with	rejecting	choices	which	do	not	
feel	 truthful	 in	 the	 world	 of	 the	 character.	 The	
dissenting	minority	are	entirely	 from	Generation	X,	have	formal	training,	and	have	studied	
Stanislavski	 and	 the	 ‘system’.	Only	among	 those	who	develop	 characterizations	outside	of	
rehearsal	 and	 act	 upon	 the	 stage	was	 there	 any	 significant	 insight	 into	 the	 rejection	 of	 a	




The	 first	 three	 terms	 in	 the	 ‘Stanislavski	 vocabulary’	 addressed	 initiation	 of	 the	
process,	 the	 next	 series	 evaluates	 the	 working	




In	both	the	 ‘Stanislavski	vocabulary’	and	Part	 I,	 it	






survey	population.	 Furthermore,	none	of	 the	demographic	qualifiers	 showed	a	 substantial	
variation	which	would	point	to	why	respondents	might	select	‘sometimes’	instead	of	‘always’,	
leaving	conclusions	to	be	drawn	from	an	examination	of	the	subsequent	question.		
Looking	ahead	 to	 the	 interplay	of	actions	and	 tasks,	Actions	Two	asked	 if	what	 the	
character	 does	 helps	 the	 actor	 understand	 the	 character’s	 goal.	 As	 seen	 in	 Figure	 20,	 an	
overwhelming	 majority	 favored	 the	 influence	 actions	 have	 upon	 tasks.	 The	 four-percent	
dissenting	represent	two	respondents	from	the	Millennial	generation.	Looking	more	closely	
at	 that	 minority,	 those	 who	 do	 not	 connect	
actions	with	tasks	have	had	formal	training—as	
those	 without	 were	 in	 agreement	 with	 the	
majority.	 For	 members	 of	 the	 Millennial	
generation	 to	 be	 the	 source	 of	 disagreement	
could	 suggest	 a	 future	 trend	 among	 American	
actors	which	would	effectively	uncouple	actions	
and	 tasks.	 Formal	 training	 that	 included	 the	 ‘system’	 reduced	 the	 minority	 among	 the	
Millennial	generation,	suggesting	that	the	 influence	of	Stanislavski	upon	an	actor’s	training	
will	 continue	 to	 encourage	 the	 actor	 to	make	 the	 connection	 between	actions	 and	 tasks.	
Analysis	of	neither	rehearsal	nor	acting	medium	provided	further	 insight	 into	this	minority	
opinion.	 Depending	 upon	 how	 actions	 are	 viewed	 by	 the	 actor—whether	 as	 prescriptive	
movements	 or	 as	 psychophysical	 expressions	 of	 the	 character—will	 have	 influenced	 the	
responses,	pointing	again	to	the	influence	of	the	director	upon	the	actor’s	understanding	of	
the	character.		




actor	 connects	 ‘what	 the	 character	 does	 from	
scene	to	scene’.	The	majority	 favored	 ‘always’	 to	
‘sometimes’	 with	 a	 slight	 percentage	 indicating	
‘rarely’,	as	shown	Figure	21.	Results	were	generally	
the	 same	 across	 generational	 lines	 though	 the	












simultaneously	 an	 overarching	 one.	 Overall,	 the	 contemporary	 American	 actor	 places	
emphasis	on	actions	as	Stanislavski	might	have	defined	them;	however,	the	few	dissenting	
views	 among	 the	 Millennial	 generation	 suggest	 that	 this	 understanding	 may	 shift	 in	 the	










preference	 for	 the	 emotion	 based	 work	 of	 the	
‘system’.	Task	One	asked	if	during	preparations	for	






and	 studied	 Stanislavski.	 Task	 One	 also	 shows	 a	 larger	 majority	 opting	 for	 ‘always’	 or	
‘sometimes’	onscreen	opposed	to	the	stage	and	 in	rehearsal	rather	than	outside	of	 it.	The	
importance	 of	 understanding	 what	 is	 driving	 the	 character	 from	 scene	 to	 scene	 prevails	
though	it	would	seem	the	modern	actor	is	trending	away	from	considering	tasks	despite	the	
overall	preference	for	an	emphasis	on	emotion	over	action.		
Task	 Two—	 ‘My	character’s	mission	 in	a	 scene	 influences	my	understanding	of	 the	
role’—was	 overwhelmingly	 answered	 in	 the	
affirmative,	 seen	 in	 Figure	 23.	 The	 small	 number	
who	disagreed	were	first	members	of	Generation	X	
before	 the	 numbers	 increased	 among	 the	








use	 of	 the	 concept;	 however,	 less	 so	when	working	on	 stage	or	when	working	 outside	of	
rehearsal.	Given	the	preference	for	the	emotional	work	of	the	‘system’,	both	sets	of	results	
are	mysterious,	 suggesting	 the	contemporary	actor’s	development	of	 the	 role	 is	driven	by	
what	the	character	wants	while	simultaneously	more	 inspired	by	what	the	character	does.	
This	 would	 suggest	 the	 American	 understanding	 of	 the	 task	 is	 limited	 by	 the	 ubiquitous	












pattern	 emerges	 for	 responses	 of	 ‘sometimes’;	
however,	it	is	not	until	Generation	X	that	responses	
of	 ‘rarely’	 appear	 before	 growing	 among	 the	
members	 of	 the	 Millennial	 generation.	 Thus	
‘always’	 and	 ‘rarely’	 increase	 as	 ‘sometimes’	 Figure	24.	Supertask	One	
						 82	
decreases.	 This	 indicates	 an	 emerging	 divide	 between	 modern	 actors:	 either	 they	 will	
consistently	consider	the	supertask	or	they	will	seldom	do	so.	Among	actors	without	formal	
training	 or	 who	 have	 not	 studied	 the	 ‘system’,	 the	 Boom	 generation	 entirely	 selected	
‘sometimes’	transitioning	to	the	Millennial	generation	who	entirely	opted	for	‘always’.	Those	
with	formal	training	or	who	had	studied	Stanislavski	showed	a	similar	pattern	as	was	seen	
among	 the	 larger	 group,	 though	 there	 was	 variation	 among	 Generation	 X	 within	 each	
demographic	 criteria.	 Both	 on	 stage	 and	 in	 rehearsal	 yield	 the	 strongest	 preference	 for	
‘always’;	however,	outside	of	rehearsal	respondents	were	evenly	divided	between	‘always’	
and	‘sometimes’	while	the	largest	number	of	responses	indicating	‘never’	were	found	among	
those	 with	 experience	 on	 screen.	 These	 responses	 show	 that	 when	 working	 outside	 of	
rehearsal,	 the	 contemporary	 actor	 is	 more	 likely	 to	 consider	 an	 overarching	 goal	 for	 the	
character;	 however,	 when	 working	 on	 film,	 they	 are	 less	 likely	 to	 do	 so.	 This	 analysis	 is	
inconclusive	without	a	further	understanding	of	whether	the	contemporary	American	actor	is	
working	 from	the	perspective	of	 the	character	 in	 the	 script	or	 from	their	own	perspective	
when	developing	the	supertask.	
For	more	 insight	 into	 the	 contemporary	 actor’s	 usage	 of	 the	 term,	 Supertask	 Two	
asked	about	whether	the	actor	connects	their	character’s	goals	from	scene	to	scene	through	
the	entire	play.	Figure	25	illustrates	a	slim	minority	who	selected	‘rarely’	with	the	majority	
favoring	 ‘always’	 over	 ‘sometimes’.	 The	
generational	 distribution	 suggests	 that	 ‘always’	
has	 increased	 since	 the	 Boom	 generation	 while	
‘sometimes’	has	declined.	Moreover,	 ‘rarely’	 first	
presents	 within	 Generation	 X	 before	 increasing	
among	 the	 Millennial	 generation.	 These	 same	
results	 carry	 over	 into	 formal	 training	 where	Figure	25.	Supertask	Two	
						 83	
‘rarely’	 is	 only	 selected	 by	 those	 who	 have	 been	 trained	 and	 ‘always’	 remains	 the	 most	
common	selection.	Those	with	training,	however,	are	more	evenly	divided	between	‘always’	
and	 ‘sometimes’	 than	 among	 those	without.	 Among	 those	who	 have	 studied	 Stanislavski,	




that	 the	 nature	 of	 filming	 a	 performance	 for	 the	 screen	 or	 segmenting	 the	 work	 within	
rehearsal	can	deemphasize	the	need	to	examine	the	entirety	of	 the	character’s	 journey.	 It	
would	appear	that	while	Supertask	One	suggested	actors	consider	their	character’s	ultimate	
goal	Supertask	 Two	highlights	 that	 it	may	not	 be	 the	 result	 of	 connecting	 individual	 tasks	
throughout	the	play.	Looking	at	both	terms	together,	it	would	seem	the	contemporary	actor	
considers	the	goal	within	segments	of	the	play	while	not	requiring	that	goal	be	borne	from	an	
analysis	 of	 the	 character.	 Thus,	 the	 data	 suggests	 that	 in	 considering	 their	 character’s	
‘mission’,	the	contemporary	American	actor	does	so	from	their	own	perspective	which	would	
support	the	influence	of	the	Method	and	the	development	of	the	‘actor	as	self’.	








was	 the	clear	preference,	 the	slim	minority	who	opted	 for	 ‘rarely’	 illustrates	 the	 relatively	
						 84	
common	practice	of	comparing	the	experiences	of	
the	 character	 with	 those	 of	 the	 individual	 actor.	
Along	 generational	 lines,	 ‘always’	 increases	 over	
time	while	 ‘rarely’	only	appears	among	members	
of	 Generation	 X	 and	 the	 Millennial	 generation.	
Furthermore,	 ‘rarely’	was	 selected	 only	 by	 those	
with	 formal	 training	 from	 the	 same	 two	
generations.	 Among	 those	 without	 formal	 training	 all	 members	 of	 the	 Boom	 generation	
selected	 ‘sometimes’	 while	 among	 the	 Millennial	 generation,	 all	 respondents	 opted	 for	
‘always’.	When	responses	are	limited	to	those	who	have	studied	Stanislavski,	the	same	trend	
presents;	however,	the	results	are	more	evenly	split.	Among	those	who	have	not	studied	the	
‘system’,	 the	 Boom	 generation	 all	 selected	 ‘sometimes’	 but	 by	 the	Millennial	 generation,	
‘sometimes’	was	 tied	with	 ‘always’.	Analysis	of	acting	medium	suggested	 the	practice	was	
more	common	on	stage	with	‘rarely’	appearing	only	among	those	with	experience	on	screen.	
Character	development	inside	and	out	of	rehearsal	were	nearly	identical,	with	ever	so	slightly	
fewer	 respondents	 utilizing	 personal	 experiences	when	working	 on	 their	 own.	Altogether,	
responses	to	Memory	of	Emotion	One	suggest	the	contemporary	actor	is	familiar	with	using	










response	 to	 ‘When	 performing	 an	 emotion	 on	 stage,	 I	 draw	 upon	my	 own	 past	 personal	
emotional	experiences.’	When	combined	with	the	responses	of	‘always’,	this	indicates	a	large	
majority	 of	 respondents	 who	 use	 their	 own	 emotional	 experiences	 in	 performance.	 Only	
through	 a	 generational	 analysis	 does	 the	minority	 appear,	 representing	 only	members	 of	
Generation	X	and	the	Millennial	generation.	This	same	trend	is	replicated	among	those	with	
formal	training	and	those	who	have	studied	the	‘system’.	Only	among	actors	without	formal	
training	 or	 study	 of	 the	 ‘system’	 will	 respondents	 ‘sometimes’	 or	 ‘rarely’	 use	 personal	
emotional	 experiences	 in	 performance—though	 ‘rarely’	 increases	 over	 time.	 This	 suggests	









Stanislavski	 and	 Strasberg	 as	 distinguishing	 the	 ‘system’	 from	 the	Method,	 the	 data	 from	
Memory	 of	 Emotion	 One	 and	 Two	 suggests	 the	 contemporary	 American	 actor	 has	 been	
influenced	by	the	work	of	Strasberg	as	the	practice	of	identifying	the	actor	with	the	character	
has	 increased	 among	 successive	 each	 generation.	 Bearing	 in	mind	 the	 limited	 number	 of	






Unique	 to	 the	 United	 States	 in	 its	 development,	 the	 ‘actor	 as	 self’	 construction	 is	
perhaps	the	most	influential	part	of	the	identity	of	the	contemporary	American	actor,	to	be	






set	 of	 personality	 traits	which	must	 be	 sought	within	 themselves	 as	 opposed	 to	 a	 unique	
individual	whose	persona	will	be	fused	with	their	own	in	performance	through	experiencing	
and	embodiment.	‘Actor	as	Self’	One	asked	if	when	preparing	a	role,	respondents	consider	the	
character	 as	 a	 ‘person	 apart	 from	 themselves’.	 Responses	 from	 the	 entire	 group	 were	
narrowly	divided	with	only	a	 slight	majority	agreeing	 indicating	 that,	overall,	 the	 surveyed	
actors	prepare	a	role	by	considering	the	character	as	a	separate	person	from	themselves.		












A	 similar	 pattern	 emerges	 among	 those	 with	 formal	 training,	 seen	 in	 Figure	 29;	















read	 beyond	 An	 Actor	 Prepares,	 the	 majority	 of	 actors	 in	 the	 United	 States	 base	 their	
understanding	 of	 the	 ‘system’	 on	 Stanislavski-as-lore—thoroughly	 influenced	 by	 Strasberg	
and	the	Method—rather	than	on	a	comprehensive	study	of	Stanislavski.		
Following	 this	 assumption,	 Figure	 30	
shows	 that	 among	 those	 with	 experience	 on	
screen,	it	is	more	common	to	align	the	character	
with	 the	 individual	 actor.	 The	 success	 of	 the	
Method	 lay	 in	 its	 applicability	 of	 acting	 for	 the	
camera	as	the	perception	of	the	character	is	more	
naturally	 tied	 to	 the	 individual	 (Scheeder,	2006,	




when	working	on	 stage.	While	 the	 respondents	







While	 the	 two	 media	 showed	 a	 discernable	 difference,	 the	 unique	 criterion	 of	
profession	further	illustrates	the	American	actor’s	use	of	their	persona	as	the	basis	of	their	
characterization.	 As	 can	 be	 seen	 in	 Figure	 31,	 among	 those	 who	 consider	 acting	 their	
profession,	the	majority	do	not	regard	the	character	a	person	apart	from	themselves.	This	is	
then	 reversed	 among	 those	 for	 whom	 acting	 is	 not	 their	 profession,	 revealing	 that	 it	 is	
common	practice	among	contemporary	American	professional	 actors	 to	prepare	a	 role	by	
aligning	 the	 character	with	 themselves.	 This	 speaks	 to	 Oppenheim’s	 assertion	 that	 actors	
‘figure	out	their	type	and	stick	to	it’	(2012,	p.	35)	
as	well	 as	 showcasing	 the	Method’s	 influence	
on	 actor	 training	 in	 the	 United	 States.	 This	
influence	stems	from	Strasberg’s	repurposing	of	
Vakhtangov	(Krasner,	2000,	p.	29),	creating	the	
grounds	 for	 a	 characterization	 built	 upon	 the	






stage	 performing,	 I	 am	 not	 myself.’	 Here	 a	Figure	31.	‘Actor	as	Self’	One	self-identified	by	profession	
						 90	
selection	of	‘false’	indicates	the	actor	believes	they	are	themselves	in	performance	and	those	
who	 select	 ‘true’	 believe	 they	 perform	 as	 another	 person,	 as	 it	 were,	 presumably	 the	
character.	On	some	level	the	actor	is	perpetually	aware	they	are	performing	and	cannot	truly	
become	 another	 person	 during	 performance	 (Auslander,	 1997,	 pp.	 30-1);	 however,	 the	
question	aimed	to	explore	whether	or	not	the	contemporary	actor	strives	to	experience	as	the	
character	rather	than	display	an	extension	of	themselves	while	performing.	The	majority	of	








While	evenly	divided	 in	 the	Boom	generation,	Generation	X	and	 the	Millennial	 generation	
identify	performing	as	an	extension	of	 their	own	personality.	 The	 increase	of	 this	practice	
among	 members	 of	 Generation	 X	 corresponds	 with	 the	 Method’s	 popularity	 when	 the	











of	 Stanislavski.	 Among	 the	 Boom	 generation,	 the	 untrained	 actor	 is	 divided	 between	
performing	as	themselves	or	the	character,	showing	the	American	actor	before	the	rise	of	the	
Method.	In	Generation	X,	all	untrained	actors	perform	as	themselves	whereas	in	the	Millennial	
generation,	 the	 exact	 opposite	 occurs	 and	 all	 perform	 as	 the	 character.	When	 examined	





majority	 perform	 as	 themselves.	 Conversely,	 responses	 from	 those	who	 have	 studied	 the	
‘system’	more	closely	mirror	to	those	with	formal	training,	suggesting	that	the	American	actor	









Method	 and	 the	 ‘actor	 as	 self’	 in	 the	 United	
States,	 thus	 it	 would	 logically	 follow	 that	 on	
screen	the	majority	of	surveyed	actors	construct	
performances	 based	 upon	 an	 extension	 of	
themselves	 rather	 than	 by	 approaching	 the	
character	as	a	unique	individual.		
The	final	demographic	criterion	by	which	
the	 ‘actor	 as	 self’	 in	 performance	 can	 be	
evaluated	 is	 among	 those	 who	 consider	 acting	
their	 profession.	 Interestingly,	 among	 those	 for	
whom	 acting	 is	 a	 passion	 rather	 than	 a	 career	
pursuit,	 building	 the	 character	 from	 their	 own	 Figure	34.	‘Actor	as	Self’	Two	by	medium	
						 93	
persona	 is	 more	 common	 than	 among	 career	 actors.	 This	 could	 indicate	 an	 instinctual	
predisposition	 towards	 the	 actor’s	 use	 of	 their	 own	 persona	 as	 the	 material	 for	 the	






With	 the	 entirety	 of	 the	 survey	 analyzed,	 it	 is	 evident	 that	 the	 elements	 of	 the	
‘Stanislavski	 vocabulary’	 endure	within	 the	 contemporary	 American	 lexicon;	 however,	 the	
contemporary	 understandings	 revealed	 by	 the	 survey	 which	 most	 directly	 align	 with	
Stanislavski’s	conception	are	those	elements	through	which	the	actor	analyzes	the	role.	The	
concepts	 involved	 in	 Stanislavski’s	 experiencing	 seem	 lost	 on	 the	 surveyed	 contemporary	
















Despite	 the	 familiarity	with	Stanislavski	and	the	vocabulary,	 the	data	 illustrates	 the	
uniquely	 American	 interpretations	 and	 definitions	 of	 the	 terminology	 among	 the	 survey	
population.	 While	 Stanislavski	 promoted	 an	 ensemble	 aesthetic,	 it	 is	 evident	 the	
individualized	work	promoted	by	the	Method	and	supported	by	American	capitalist	society	
contributed	to	the	contemporary	understanding	of	Stanislavski	and	the	‘system’.	Through	a	




but	 its	 continued	 spread	 among	 theatre	 artists	 where	 iterative	 misunderstandings	
successively	influence	one	another.	
The	 frequency	 with	 which	 actors	 in	 the	 United	 States	 move	 from	 cast	 to	 cast,	












characterization	as	well	as	 the	relationship	between	actor	and	director	which	exists	 in	 the	
contemporary	theatre.	
It	can	be	argued	that	the	modern	American	actor	attributes	their	understanding	of	a	
vocabulary	 of	 acting	 to	 Stanislavski,	 unaware	 of	 the	 legacy	 by	which	 his	 ideas	 have	 been	
altered	and	adopted—specifically	by	the	influence	of	Strasberg	and	the	Method.	Quite	simply:	
the	surveyed	American	actors	believe	their	study	of	Stanislavski	and	the	‘system’	is	faithful;	
however,	 the	 analysis	 of	 their	 understanding	 of	 what	 the	 ‘system’	 actually	 is	 belies	 this	
conclusion.	This	research	has	shown	the	influence	of	American	interpretations	of	the	‘system’	
on	the	pedagogy	of	actor	training	in	the	United	States,	highlighting	the	differences	between	
Stanislavski	 in	 theory,	 on	 the	 page,	 and	 as-lore;	 however,	 a	 dedicated	 analysis	 of	 the	
contributions	of	 émigré	advocates	of	 the	 ‘system’	 like	Michael	Chekhov	 is	needed	 to	 fully	
understand	the	foundation	of	the	American	understanding	of	Stanislavski.	Chekhov’s	work	in	
Hollywood	 creates	 opportunities	 to	 explore	 his	 effect	 on	 the	 development	 of	 the	
performances	on	screen	which	contributed	 to	 the	Method	 legacy	as	well	as	 the	degree	 to	
which	his	work	may	have	further	influenced	American	understandings	of	the	‘system’.	

















had	 more	 opportunities	 to	 develop	 characterizations,	 resulting	 in	 a	 more	 seasoned	






and	 Howe’s	 generational	 time-spans	 without	 making	 use	 of	 the	 archetypal	 framework	





fuller	 understanding	 of	 Stanislavski’s	 influence	 upon	 contemporary	 actors	 as	 well	 as	 the	
degree	to	which	the	 ‘actor	as	self’	exists	among	American	actors.	Examining	the	American	
‘actor	 as	 self’	 through	 further	 surveys	 of	 actors	 and	 directors	 exploring	 institutions	 and	






exposure	 to	 theories	 of	 actor	 training	within	 the	 United	 States.	 This	 information	 is	 being	
collected	as	part	of	a	 research	project	concerned	with	actor	 training	by	Timothy	Kerber	 in	




































used	 for	 the	 purpose	 of	 research,	 statistical,	 and	 audit	 purposes.	 By	 supplying	 this	
































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































“system”	 in	 modern	 American	 practice.’	 In	 light	 of	 this	 information,	 are	 there	 any	
further	comments	you	wish	to	make?	
	
12454029	 My	study	in	undergrad	and	graduate	school	was	in	the	Meisner	technique.	There	is	
no	doubt	that	Stanislavsky	influences	every	subsequent	technique,	though!	
12454585	 In	my	experience,	I	think	that	Stanislavski	gets	used	more	in	academic	courses--
theatre	history,	etc,	than	in	actual	actor	training.	Much	of	my	training	(BA	and	MFA)	
has	been	a	mixed	bag	of	techniques,	none	of	which	amount	to	a	particular	system,	
and	in	my	training	teachers	have	emphasized	that	I	take	what	is	most	useful	for	me.	
12456819	 Please	keep	in	contact	regaring	the	final	report	-	I'd	be	very	interested	in	reading	your	
conclusions.	
12463950	 no	
12475761	 Nope.	Thanks!	
						 128	
12477728	 I'm	interested	to	see	how	Chekhov	Technique,	Practical	Aesthetics,	Viewpoints,	
Suzuki,	Grotowski,	and	Lecoq	actor	training	developed	in	response	to	Stanislavski	
technique	offering	alternatives	to	this	approach.	How	do	these	physically	embodied	
disciplines	absorb	Stanislavski	technique?		
12480114	 I've	never	been	clear	on	the	distinctions	between	Stanislavksi	and	Strasberg.	It	all	
confuses	me!	Good	luck	with	your	project,	Tim!	
12488458	 I	wasn't	much	help	in	this	regard.		
12509338	 I	studied	Stan	in	school,	which	was	considered	old-fashioned...	but	I	found	a	lot	of	his	
fundamentals	helpful	and	feel	I	actually	apply	some	of	what	I	learned	from	those	
methods	in	other	parts	of	my	life.	I	feel	a	also	judge	theater	and	performances	based	
on	his	methods.		
12513952	 I	am	starting	to	learn	more	about	Russian	theatre,	and	this	knowledge	has	allowed	
me	to	develop	a	deeper	respect	for	the	theatrical	methodologies	and	practices	that	
come	out	of	its	rich	culture	and	history.	
12523303	 Well,	having	associated	the	Method	with	Stanislavski	at	the	beginning	of	survey	II,	it's	
clear	that	it	becomes	confused	with	Strasberg	and	his	teachings.	There	is	something	
about	the	Strasberg	method	that	I	have	always	found	a	touch	more	abusive/cathartic	
than	actually	useful.	Characters	are	not	aware	of	their	psychological	state	when	
making	their	decisions.	To	play	our	own	psyches	and	experiences	removes	the	ability	
for	one	to	be	a	vessel.	To	pretend,	like	a	child,	to	become	another	person	requires	us	
to	live	beyond	our	own	understanding.	If	we	must	draw	from	our	personal	
experience,	are	we	being	true	to	the	character?	
12543901	 I	wish	I	would	have	stuck	with	my	original	answer	of	clicking	'Stanislavski'	instead	of	
'Neither'/'Both'	then.	:)	Stanislavski's	system	for	actors	is	still	the	professional	
standard,	and	any	other	technique	we	now	use	is	an	offshoot	of	his.	
12545676	 I	think	Stanislavki	is	definitely	more	prevelant	in	the	US	versus	other	countries.	We	
also	tend	to	focus	on	only	the	first	of	his	books!	I	didn't	even	know	there	was	a	
continuation	until	my	work	in	England	during	my	Masters.	It	was	mindblowing!	
12601159	 Cool!	I'm	glad	I	know	more	about	Stanislavski	than	the	other	methods!		
12601474	 You	should	have	been	upfront	about	the	actual	focus	of	this	survey.	
12619815	 The	vocabulary	of	Stanislavsky	was	barely	mentioned.	Just	because	I	haven't	studied	
him	formally,	for	instance,	hardly	means	I'd	be	unfamiliar	with	the	language	after	
essaying	hundreds	of	roles.	
12620087	 I	agree	with	his	system,	trying	to	make	characters	believable	and	natural.	
12625764	 In	the	professional	world	I	must	say	I	dont	hear	the	name	Stanislavski	bantered	
around	as	much	as	I	do	Meisner.	Im	not	sure	many	actors	today	really	use	much	
Stanislavsky...past	the	basics...im	our	every	day	work.	Just	an	observation.	Good	luck	
with	the	research!	
12643001	 I	would	only	refer	you	to	my	last	optional	comments	-	that	interpreting	and	making	
use	of	the	Stanislavski's	System	of	Acting	can	sometimes	be	wildly	different	in	the	
theatre	and	in	front	of	the	camera.	Essentially,	it	is	the	same,	yes;	but	the	practical	
pressures	of	time	and	money	sometimes	make	for	major	differences	in	its	
application.	Good	luck	and	congratulations!	
12660670	 Vocabulary	is	an	interesting	jumping	off	point.	Just	as	Inuit	people	have	200	names	
for	ice,	actors	have	hundreds	of	names	for	similar	action/objective	based	methods	
and	steps	within	those	methods.	I'm	interested	to	see	all	the	variety	that	you	find!		
12661962	 I	like	to	see	that	100	years	later	and	Stanislavski	and	his	work	is	still	important	
enough	to	elicit	studies	such	as	this.	Thank	you.	
12821955	 Go	Stanislavski!	
12823104	 I	think	that	a	lot	of	the	ideas	about	Stanislavski	here	are	based	not	on	Benedetti's	
work,	but	that	earlier	rather	selective	and	regularly	inaccurate	(according	to	Russian	
colleagues	of	mine)	translation.	As	I	had	much	of	my	training	in	Europe,	and	was	
						 129	
never	as	big	fan	of	the	Systems	as	the	Physical	Method,	I	am	amazed	how	
infrequently	I	hear	any	reference	to	it	in	the	US.	
12824847	 As	I've	begun	teaching	recently,	I've	found	that	Stanislavki	is	instrumental	in	an	
actor's	understanding	of	the	craft	and	how	to	think	like	an	actor.	It	is	far	more	
approachable	in	concept	to	a	beginner	or	a	young	person.	It	is	the	base.	Once	you	
know	it,	it	becomes	such	an	integral	part	of	your	process	that	you	don't	even	think	
about	it	anymore	and	are	unaware	that	you	are	applying	it.	Sometimes	this	training	
and	making	choices	about	a	character	too	early	can	get	in	the	way	of	the	emotional	
work	of	The	Method	causing	built	up	character	defenses	and	assumptions	made	on	
the	character	to	get	in	the	way	of	the	raw	honesty	that	could	be	found	in	a	moment.	
The	trick	is	to	learn	Stanislavski	first,	but	force	yourself	to	apply	it	second	so	the	
character	is	formed	with	the	technicalities	of	Stanislavski's	Building	a	Character,	but	
underneath	it	is	the	stripped	down	core	and	soul	of	who	that	character	is	which	is	
best	found	when	you	let	your	character	be	defenseless	and	messy	early	on	in	the	
rehearsal	process.		
12825474	 Would	love	to	read	your	project	when	you	are	finished.	I	am	sad	how	the	"method"	
has	been	bastardized	by	so	many	teachers	and	actors.	I	am	not	at	all	a	fan	of	Lee	
Strasberg...at	all.	I	was	surprised	to	see	his	name	on	the	survey.		
12951658	 As	I	said,	I	think	Stanislavski	is	in	the	blood	of	the	theater,	in	ways	we	may	not	even	
realize.	Though	I	never	studied	him	directly	I	think	the	influence	he	had	on	my	
teachers	has	trickled	down	to	me.		
12998920	 Get	an	A.		
13111244	 Best	wishes	with	your	project!	My	own	experience	in	MFA	training	at	Brown/Trinity	
Rep	was	that	I	was	surprised	how	little	we	referred	to	Stanislavski	in	our	work.	I	
remember	the	head	of	our	acting	program	giving	an	overview	of	the	program's	legacy	
and	debt	to	Stanislavski	(our	teacher	trained	at	Yale	with	Robert	Lewis)	at	the	
beginning	of	the	first	year,	and	I	think	a	lot	of	the	teaching	and	vocabulary	in	the	
program	is	certainly	informed	by	Stanislavski's	writings	and	teachings,	but	the	
teachers	in	the	MFA	program	don't	refer	to	him	frequently,	or	didn't	when	I	studied	
there,	anyway.	His	name	came	up	much	more	often	in	my	undergrad	training...		
13199964	 No	
						 130	
Appendix	D.	A	Comparison	of	Parts	I	and	II	
Part	I	Questions	Informing	the	Comparison	and	Accompanying	Data	
• Formulations	of	the	‘system’:	‘Which	has	greater	bearing	on	your	development	of	a	
role?’	
• Magic	‘if’	one:	‘When	preparing	a	role,	a	necessary	first	step	is	entering	into	the	world	of	
the	character.’	
	
	
	
						 131	
	
	
	
						 132	
	
	
	
						 133	
	
• Magic	‘if’	two:	‘When	beginning	preparations	for	a	role,	I	proceed	into	the	world	of	the	
character.’	
	
	
	
						 134	
	
	
	
						 135	
	
	
	
	
	 	
						 136	
• Given	circumstances	one:	‘The	world	of	the	character	is	defined	by	the	playwright.’	
	
	
	
	
						 137	
	
						 138	
	
	
• Given	circumstances	two:	‘The	world	of	the	character	can	be	defined	by	the	director	or	
production	designers.’	
	
						 139	
	
	
	
						 140	
	
	
	
						 141	
	
	
	
• Given	circumstances	three:	‘As	an	actor,	I	have	the	power	to	define	the	world	of	the	
character.’	
	
						 142	
	
	
	
						 143	
	
	
	
						 144	
	
	
• Given	circumstances	four:	‘The	world	of	the	character	and	the	world	of	the	play	are	not	
the	same.’	
	
	
						 145	
	
						 146	
	
	
	
						 147	
	
	
• Sense	of	truth	one:	‘It	is	imperative	to	me	that	the	world	of	the	character	remain	
authentic	to	the	script.’	
	
	
	
						 148	
	
	
						 149	
	
	
	
	
	 	
						 150	
• Sense	of	truth	two:	‘My	characterizations	center	on	a	fidelity	to	the	world	of	the	
character.’	
	
	
	
						 151	
	
	
						 152	
	
	
	
	
						 153	
• Sense	of	truth	three:	‘If	a	character	choice	is	not	legitimate	in	the	world	of	the	character,	
I	will	search	for	an	alternate.’	
	
	
	
						 154	
	
	
	
						 155	
	
	
	
• Actions	one:	‘What	my	character	does	in	a	scene	affects	the	way	the	role	develops.’	
						 156	
	
	
	
						 157	
	
	
	
						 158	
	
	
	
	
						 159	
• Actions	two:	‘What	my	character	does	in	a	scene	helps	me	understand	my	character’s	
goal.’	
	
	
						 160	
	
	
	
						 161	
	
	
	
	
• Throughaction:	‘When	preparing	a	role,	I	connect	what	my	character	does	from	scene	to	
scene.’	
						 162	
	
	
						 163	
	
	
						 164	
	
	
	
• Task	one:	‘When	preparing	a	role,	I	consider	my	character’s	goal	in	each	scene.’	
	
						 165	
	
	
	
	
						 166	
	
	
	
						 167	
	
	
• Task	two:	‘My	character’s	mission	in	a	scene	influences	my	understanding	of	the	role.’	
	
	
						 168	
	
	
	
						 169	
	
	
	
	
• Supertask	one:	‘When	preparing	a	role,	I	examine	my	character’s	mission	within	the	
scope	of	the	play.’	
						 170	
	
	
	
						 171	
	
	
	
						 172	
	
	
	
• Supertask	two:	‘When	considering	my	character’s	greater	mission,	I	examine	the	path	my	
character’s	goals	take	through	the	course	of	the	play.’	
	
						 173	
	
	
	
	
						 174	
	
	
	
						 175	
	
	
• Memory	of	emotion	one:	‘When	preparing	a	role,	I	look	for	personal	emotional	
experiences	that	are	similar	to	those	of	the	character.’	
	
						 176	
	
						 177	
	
	
						 178	
	
	
• Memory	of	emotion	two:	‘When	performing	an	emotion	on	stage,	I	draw	upon	my	own	
past	personal	emotional	experiences.’	
	
	
						 179	
	
	
	
						 180	
	
	
	
						 181	
	
	
• ‘Actor	as	self’	one:	‘When	preparing	a	role,	I	consider	the	character	as	a	person	apart	
from	myself.’	
	
	
	 	
						 182	
• ‘Actor	as	self’	two:	‘When	on	stage	performing,	I	am	not	myself.’	
	
						 183	
	
	
Part	II	Demographic	Questions	Informing	the	Comparison	
• Generation:	‘Please	list	your	birth	year.’	
• Formal	training:	‘I	have	had	formal	actor	training.’	
• Studied	Stanislavski:	‘I	have	studied	Stanislavski	and	the	“system”.’	
• Acting	medium:	‘Please	select	all	mediums	in	which	you	have	experience	acting.’	
• In	Rehearsal:	‘I	develop	my	characterizations	in	rehearsal.’	
• Profession:	‘I	consider	acting	my	profession.’	
	
	
						 184	
Appendix	E.	Correlated	User	Response	Numbers	
	
Part	I	 Part	II	
11560365	 12454107	
11560396	 12484101	
11560665	 12523303	
11560691	 12846881	
11561051	 12454154	
11561184	 12952988	
11561711	 12511182	
11561829	 12455519	
11561998	 12454612	
11582575	 12486546	
11584686	 12821955	
11584813	 12838666	
11592556	 12554609	
11593040	 12477728	
11594555	 12625764	
11622197	 12454029	
11622828	 12483194	
11633680	 12620087	
11642211	 12488458	
Part	I	 Part	II	
11642510	 12509338	
11647793	 12977074	
11659800	 12667412	
11699032	 12453953	
11707961	 12824686	
11713882	 12742929	
11724602	 12951658	
11748603	 12545676	
11750062	 12601474	
11784862	 12770960	
11810439	 12956274	
11811922	 12825474	
11819726	 12643001	
11826295	 12609282	
11826499	 12454492	
11836381	 12824847	
11836583	 12977411	
11837881	 13199964	
11838005	 12480114	
Part	I	 Part	II	
11840096	 12454585	
11840678	 12640427	
11855669	 12821998	
11860059	 12998920	
11874915	 12660670	
11884534	 12619815	
11913917	 12674597	
11914866	 12620967	
11943216	 12986985	
11966009	 12480828	
11985246	 12893067	
11992706	 12661962	
11996341	 12576963	
12016752	 12601159	
12025854	 12849081	
12031831	 12752033	
12037082	 12466661	
12049937	 12480865	
12057280	 13111244	
						 185	
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